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PREFACE

The Coordinaticg Council for Higher Education since its organization in
October 1960 has assumed a greater responsibility toward the California public
Junior Colleges than for either of the two, four-year segments of public
higher education. To date the Junior Colleges have not had an organization at
the State level, such as that available to the California State Colleges or
the University of California, which is able to speak with a single voice on the
many subjects of concern to California Junior Colleges. It is for this reason
that the Council and its staff have assumed a special tusk in assisting to
coordingte the development of Junior Colleges throughout the state uunder the
general provisions of the Master Plan for Higher Education as approved in
December of 1959,

The following report is an effort to highlight several of the important prob-
lems affecting the J:.aior Colleges: problems which involve, for the most part,
major policy decisions at the highest levels of government. Prepared with
the assistance of several Junior College experts, the report first sets forth an
isxiensive statement of the status of the Junior Colleges today. It then pre-
sents in greater detail the subjects of Junior College district organization and
statewide governance and the financing programs necessary to meet the
demands for Junior College programs. The report then presents the advisory
statements of a Council-sponsored seminar whose membership included
knowledgeable persons on all aspects of the Junior Colleges. The work-papers
prepared for that seniinar constitute the core about which this report has been
developed.

Recommendations of the Council conelude the iuport. A reading of these
statements will indicate the tasks before the Council and its staff for further
study and reporting, specifically in the areas of governance and finance.
These studies are going forward at the present time and report of their
findings will supplement the information contained herein. -

The Council and its staff are grateful for the assistance of those persons
participating in the seminar program. Special appreciation must also be ac.
vorded Dr. Dale Tillery who prepared Section I of the report and to Drs.
John Lombardi, Henry Tyler, and Ueland Medsker who prepared the basic
documentation upon which Sections 1T and 11I are based.

A final acknowledgmen: must be made. And that is recognition of the efforts
of Dr. Jobn R. Richards, Director of the Council from September 1961 until
February 1935 and now Vice President of the Iustitute for International
Education. Dr. Richards played a primary role in the preparing of initial
drafts of this report indicating his very special concern with the growth of
Junior Colleges in California.
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~ RECOMMENDATIONS

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education on

- February 23, 1965, approved the following recom-
mendations concerning California public Junior Col-
leges:

1. The Council advise the 1965 Legislature to sepa-
rate all Jurnior Colleges from unified or high
school districts. This action is taken recognizing
certain legal considerations in instances of char-
ter cities.

2. The State Committee on Coutinuing Educa-
tion ! be directed to study and report periodi-
.eally to the Council concerning problems of over-
lap in programs of retraining or in other vo-
cational programs offered in continuing educa-
tion. '

3. The Council endorse the Junior College goal of
serving all who are now legally eligible to en-
roll.

4. A representative technical committee be estab-
lished to advise the staff in a study in depth of
the financicg ¢f the Junior (lolleges through the
current support program and alterrate pro-
grams and report back to the Couzxucil prior to
the 1967 session of the Legislature.

5. The Council advise the 1965 Legislature that the
definition of an aduit, as found in Section 6352
of the Education Code, be eliminated and State
financial support for the Junior Colleges be pro-
vided according to graded and ungraded classes
rather than upon the category of students en-
rolled in the classes.

6. The Council support the proposed Junior Col-
lege Construction Act developed by the commit-
tee established under the provisions of Section
2, Chapter 1790, Statutes of 1963 (Senate Bill
1515) as submitted by the State Department of
Education to the Legislature on January 11,
1965. ’

7. The Council advise the 1965 Legislature that all

- - areas of the State be placed immediately in Jun-
ior College districts and that sparsely populated
Y 9,‘,’%:““‘%.‘{"“' inter-segmentsl committee with the per-
CA

ent e t0 consider matters moctlng continuing edu-
Cintn Bauoasion Programe . Ool e, ey Caas: Son
. #loosf’(smnmen_to anl San Francisco, July 1963), 45 pp.

Bducation

districts be encouraged to provide residence
_ halls for students.
On March 30, 1965, the Council approved the fol-
lowing resolution relative to Junior College statewide
governance: °

WHEREAS, Enrollments in California Junior Col-
leges will increase dramatically from the present 172,-
150 to 300,450 full-time students by 1980, and the
number of Junior Colleges is projected to increase
from the current 74 campuses to over 100 by 1980;
and

WHEREAS, The need to provide more statewide staff
assistance and services for Junior Colleges is already
becoming increasingly necessary, and there is an ur-
gent and increased need for leadership at the State
level devoted solely to the problems, interests and de-
velopment of the Junior Colleges; and now therefore
be it

Resolved, That the Coordinating Council for
Higher Education in recognition of the major role of
the Junior Colleges in public higher education in
California, states that it believes the ultimate estab-
lishment of a statewide board devoted exclusively to
the Junior Colleges may be essential to the fature
orderly growth and development not only of the Jun-
ior Colleges, but to all of California higher education ;
and be it further

Resolved, That the staff of th: Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Eduecation is directed to immediately
begin an intensive study of :

1. The data pertaining to the advisability of the
establishment of a State Board for the Junior
Colleges, and ’

2. The composition, duties, powers and responsi-
bilities of such a board, and

3. The statutory and fiseal implications involved in
such a change of governance, and

4. The means for insuring that such a change will
not endanger the present system of joint local-
state governance, and be it further

Resolved, That results of this study be reported to

~ the Council no later than October 1966, so that the
Council may appropriately advise the 1967 session of
* . the Legislature. \ |
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CALIFORNIA JUNIOR COLLEGE EDUCATION

THE ISSUES

. As Junior College education enters its second half
century in California, it gains new status, new re-
sources, and new problems. The seventy-five colleges
which compose this loosely affiliated system of - post-
secondary education are in a period of great transi-
tion. They face the problems which beset all higher
education in an age of social and technical revolu-
tions—only more so. Approximately 40% of ail full-
time students in California public higher educatior
and 70% of full-time freshmen and sophomores are
in Junior Collége classrooms whick they sharc with
over 300,000 part-time students. With rapid growth

many of the nearly 7,000 teachers are new to Junior.
Colleges with no firm commitment to the goals of an

institution with which they have had only limited ex-
perience. And the problems of increase in staff are
intensified by the new authority which Junior College
teachers have demanded and achieved. The establish-
ing and functioning of academic senates suggest new
stresses as well as strengths for college management
and for those who make policy.

The internal changes in structure and authority
have counterparts in the statewide governmental
agencies and professional associations which seek to
give direction to Junior College education. The col-
leges are still enmeshed in the rules and regulations of
the secondary schools at a time when they have been
brought into the family of higher education by a
master plan secking to coordinate and develop the
several segments of higher education. In addition, the
Junior Coiteges are served by a State Board and a
Department of Education whicli, in the most populous
and educationally ambitious state of the nation, must
concern themselves with kindergarten through Junior
College education.

Officials who seek to husband State resources and
plan the development of a diversified system of higher

" education for California are frequently baffled by

the dispersion of Junior College authority. With 66
governing boards and a half-dozen associations in-
volved in determining and influencing educaional pol-
iey, the question—*‘‘Who speaks for the Junior Col-
leges1’’—is frequently asked. When statewide trustees
of commissioners are proposed as a means of bring-
ing order out of diversity, many Junior College lead-
ers argue that centralization is anathema to the com-

" munity college concept and that the very diversity

criticized by State planners is the source of Junior
College strength and uniqueness. -

By Dr. Dale Tillery

, But the special qualities of the comprehensive com-

munity college are being both threatened and pro- -

moted by numerous influences. For example, the na-
tional programs of support for technical-vocational
education and for attacking the problems of the edu-
cationally disadvantaged may counterbalance recent
trends toward traditional academic orientations in
curriculum and teaching. The resulting debate, con-
flict, and experimentation could give new vigor to
Junior College education and help reaffirm its iden-
tity. ‘ o
California is covered with hardsome new {wo-year
college campuses, many of them models of college
planning for the rest of the nation; and at least 30

additional new colleges are to be built by 1970. The -

costs of this capital development have been carried by
local communities until recently. However, in 1963
the Legislature declared that the costs of Junior Col-
lege education were to be shared by the State and
local communities. They proceeded, then, to appro-
priate $20,000,000 for capital outlay purposes. Re-
cently, the voters of California approved a measure
which would provide an additional $50,000,000 for
Junior College consicuction. For current costs the
State will apportion more than $48,000,000 in fiscal
1964-65 to Junior Colleges, but nearly three times this
amount will come from local taxes. Although it has
not yet been achieved, there appear to be no insur-
-mountable barriers to achieving a near 50-50 sharing
of Junior College costs between the two levels of gov-
ernment.

By their history and by their legal mandate Cali-

fornia Junior Colleges are to complement nct mimie

the other segments of higher education. Such diversity

among equals recognizes certain overlapping in the
qualifications of students served and the nature of
programs offered by the Junior Colleges, California

“State Colleges, and the University of California. But

-other levels of higher education and to educate & more
heterogeneous student body. The will, the resources,

the Junior Colleges are particularly charged with
providing services and programs not offered by the

and the teaching talents are at present only partially
available to meet the charge. The lack in any of these

factors can be translated into students without edu-

cational opportunity. In this sense the issues which -

‘emerge from this report on California Junior Colleges

beg a fundamental question: Who shall be educated? -
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE PAST

A sketch of California Junior College history shorld
emphasize only those evenis and influences which have
given rise to presrent issues in Junior Coilege edueca-
tion. Most of these issues were anticipated by men
who spoke for this new institution at the ‘urn of the
century and during its subsequent development. To
be more precise such leaders as Lange,. Jordan,
McLane, and Snyder among others helped shape these

issues since they were participants in America’s in-

novation in higher education. It is fitting, then, to
sketch the historic factors which seem to underline
the contemporary issues.

_ WHO SHALL BE TAUGHT?

There has long been debate about the intention of
the first Junior College enabling law in California,
the Caminetti Bill of 1907. This legislation grew out
of the increasing practice of permitting students to
return to high school after graduation. Students re-

_turned to make up deficiences for college entrance, to

achieve advance standing in college, and "to gain
greater vocational proficiency. To be sure the bill pro-
vided that courses.of study ‘‘shall approximate the
studies preseribed in the first two years of university
courses.”’ Lest we forget, however, the University of
California’s own practical and service programs as
a land grant college made it quite acceptable fur the
first California Junier College to offer botk academic
and vocational courses. In advocating‘ the esteablish-
ment of Fresno Junior College in 1910, Superintend-
ent Charles McLane urged that the college offer
courses in ‘‘agriculture, manual training, domestic
science, and other technical work in addition to regu-
lar academic conrses.’”’ It was the University’s own
spokesman, Alexis F. Lange, who commended Fresno
for providing opportunities for higher vocational
training. And in particular, Dean Lange joined with
McLane and the other high school leaders who de-
veloped early Junior Colleges in advocating post-high

school education for those who could mot afford, or-

who were not ready or mterested in attending the
universities.

These were the begxhnmgs, then, of the people’ s.
: college Although the impetus and philosophy were
" “there for broad curricula, the resources were not. The

Laws of 1917 and 1921 and subsequent acts of the
California Legislature encouraged tlie courses which
were to be increasingly relevant to all segments of
California society. In addition to expanding voca-

txonal-techmcal prograias, new emphasis was given
to guxdance and to remedial, general, and adult edu-

‘cation. It was this eomplex of Junior  College pro-

- grams and services which was reaffirmed by the major

surveys of California lngher education following
World War II, culminating in the Master Pian for
‘Higher Educatxon which brought the Junior Colleges

)

firmly into the folds of higher education. Thus, today,
while the other segments of the State system are to be
differentially selective, .the Junior Colleges are to

" serve all who can profit from this wide range of in-

struction. This by definition, therefore, includes all
high school graduates. The consequence in 1965 is that

California approaches the recent recommendation of

the Educational Policies Commission of the National
Education Association for universal opportunity for
-education beyond the high school. As it does so, how-
ever, there. ie new: sharpness to the questions: Are
courses which arz relevant to the less able and less
motivated Jurtior College students actually of college
level? Can we get teachers who are able and willing
to teach students with such a wide range of abilities
and interests? Can California afford the costs of pro-
viding some college education for most of its citizens?

WHAT IS THE JUNIOR COLLEGE ROLE?

The doubts about the identity of Junior Colleges
have not been put to rest in spite of Master Plan
declarations and Junior College assertions. History
shéds considerable light on’ this lingering ambivalence
about Junior College education, but it is not enough
to show that in the beginning the two-year colleges
were deeply rooted in the secondary school system
from which they gained their leadership, resources,
and legai identity. Of equal importance is the theo-
rctical basis for this union which was clearer .in an
age when secondary education was less drastically

separated from higher education. For those who

conceived and supported the Junior College ‘there was
a natural union between the last two years of high
school and the first two years of college. David Starr

.Jordan of Stanford gave full sweep to the concept of

the bifurcated university, advocated by Michigan’s
Tappan and Chicago’s Harper, by urging that Amer-

_ican universities abandon their Junior College fune-

tions. About the same time, 1908, Lange argued that
the freshmen and sophomcre years in universities
were ‘‘mere contiinuation of secondary education
under poorer. teachers, very likely.”’ He went on to
say that since it was impossible to bring the Univer-
sity within ‘‘walking distance of every doorstep,’’
the University should ‘‘reduce its swollen fortune
in freshmen and sophomores’’ by actively promoting
their distribution among other institutions. In par-
ticular, educational opportunities could be extended
by adding two years to the exxstmg four-year hlgh
schools.

The call for dlﬁerentxatxon and even separatxon of

“the thirteenth and fourteenth years from the high
‘schools is a counter force in the development of Cali-

fornia Junior Colleges. As early as 1915 a Univer-
sity of California publication, The Jumor Colleges in

Cali; forma, stated,

Tt is elearly desirable that . . . the jnnier
college courses should be organized and conducted
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on a oollegiate as distinguished from a high
school basis. In general, it is clearly desirable
that such courses should be regarded as more
advanced, should employ methods implying
greater maturity, should bc in a word, beyond the
powers of high school students.’’

With the ever-increasing number of transfer stu-
dents in Junior Colleges the University’s demsnds
for ‘‘parallelism’’ in course standards grew stronger
and were instrumental in shaping the collegiate

. orientation of contemporary Junior Colleges.

It seems likely that the expanding programs and
services which characterized the two-year °‘‘cap-
stones’’ to California high schools in the thirties and
post-war period were the most important factors in
separating Junior Colleges from secondary education.
The Legislature became increasingly insistent that
funds earmarked for Junior College education be used
only for that purpose by school districts, and it
finally encouraged and then mandated the develop-
ment of independent Junior College districts. The
Junior Colleges, however, remained part of the public
school system and were legally identified as secondary
education. It is only with the Donahoe Higher Educa-

~ tion Act of 1960 that the Junior Colleges of Cali-

fornia were designated as one of three segments of
public higher education. Nevertheless, the statutory
and administrative regulations which associated the

. two-year colleges with secondary education remain

operative; and the institution’s 1dent1ty was further
confused when the Legnslature in 1963, in a mood of
expediency, once again defined the Jumor Colleges
as part of secondary education in order to insure con-
tinued flew of funds from the National Defense Ed-
ucation Act.

It is unlikely that the ex isting confusion in identity
can be erased by legislative mandate. The heart of
the matter is the changing nature of higher education
in American society. Within this context, the Junior

Colleges are playing an important role in the continu-

ous process of deﬁmng higher education, ‘The relevant
issue in 1965 is whet’ r they can preserve, let alone
enhance, their uniqucaess in partnership with four-
year colleges and universities.

HOW -SHALL CALIFORNIA JUNIOR
COLLEGES BE GOVERNED?Y

- The Junior Colleges of California have grown from

" the energies, . aspirations,  and resources of local
-ecommunities. Early legislation provided little. guid-

ance, but also few restrlctlons, to individual high
school boards of trustees in establishing and manag-

.ing the first Junior Colleges. The State clearly re-

served to itself, however, the right to determine the
conditions under which Junior Colleges might be

| "formed, the programs which ‘they might offer, and

the :means by-which they conld be financed.- But, to

‘sive policy for California’s Junior Colleges? Would

- enhance or stifie the ability of Jocal colleges to serve

this day the determination®of local citizens and thelr
initiative are essential to the establishment of Junior
College services.

Nevertheless, the distribution of authority in the
governance of Junior Colleges was always complex
and has become increasingly so as the colleges have
grown in number, complexity, and influence. Since
1907 legislative acts and State Board of Eduecation
regulations have established ‘an increasingly detailed

framework within which local trustees determine
. policy. Today there exists a ‘baffling array of man- -
dates and provisions sprinkled throughout the .Fdu--

cation Code and Title 5 of the Administrative Code
for governing Junior Colleges. Moreover, no less than
fifteen State departments and agencies serve or make
demands on the Junior Colleges.

While this plaralism of authority has comphcated
the lives of administrators ard those who engage in
long-term planning for the coordination of California
higher education, it has insured the pnmacy of local
authority in Junior College governance.

In the first half of the century remarkable shdrmg
of experiences and problems through formal and in-
formal associations contributed both to the vitality

of the Junior Colleges and. to securing supportive leg-

islation. But pluralism meant many voices, and local-

ism became a barrier to the establishment of statewide

plans for Junior College development. Consequently,

' .w1th the pressing problems of finance, enrollments,
" and coordination during the postwar years, plecemeal

legislation was produced affecting Junior Colleges in
response to both new and conflicting voices through-
out the State. Not the least of these new voices were
those of faculiy groups seeking a new role in recom-
mending educational policy.

To be sure this pattern of decision w1thout study
and legislation without plan, was characteristic of the
way many states responded to staggering demands
for higher education in the fifties. California, how-
ever, began a series of studies of higher education

' which' culminated in the Master Plan of 1960. The

resulting efforts to coordinate the growth, finance, and
functions of the various segments of higher educa-
tion focused sharp attention of the diffuse State re-

sponslblhtles vis-8-vis the Junior Colleges and the di-

versity in the governance of these mstltutlons, in
contrast to the relatively centralized control of the

State  College and University systems. Today key

questions ¢ e being asked : Should the splintered serv-
ices and authority of State agencies be centralized
into an agency suthorized to recommend comprehen-
a separate State governing board for Junior Colleges

the majority of youth seeking admission to' college?

13 .
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Are plnth]mm in authority and diversity in practice
strengths in the governance of collegiate institutions
which are undervalued by those who struggled with
the monumental tasks of eoordination and finance?
How can the community college be strengthened
within a statewide program of rational planning and
use of resources?

WHO WILL PAY THE BILL? - ,
- It was clearly the intent of early- legislation to

make Junior Colleges part of the free public school
system of the State and to prescribe the formulae by
which local communities might raise funds to do the

~ job. Furthermore, constitutional protection of the

State School Fund provided a continuity of State
support. The growing number of colleges benefited by
the State’s concern for minimum standards for all
public edueation and the consequent rise in founda-
tion programs and measures to equalize the differing
abilities of local communities to pay the bill. Never-
theless, it has been the local taxpayer who has carried

the major share of the cost of educating Junior Col-

lege students. On a statewide basis school districts
have been paying recently approximately 70—75% of

Junior College costs.

As early as 1932 a study of higher edncatlon, the
‘‘Suzzallo Report’’, recoramended that the “State
should pay half the costs of educating Junior Col-
lege students. Yet, this was before the great building
programs of the past two decades. Aectually, until
the Junior College Tax Relief Act of 1961 the State
paid nothing for Junior College construction. Today,
however, with its new responsibilities in higher edu-

cation the Junior Colleges are seeking and the Co- .

ordinating Council for Higher Education has recom-
mended continuing State responsibility for 4045%
of average construction costs. Bonding ‘propositions
in 1962 and 1964 indicate readiness on the part of
the Legislature to fulfill its financial commitments to
tke Junior College under the Donahoe Act of 1960,

When combined with the Higher Education Facilities -

Act of the Federal Government, these State efforts
promlse significant relief to local commnmtles in pay-
ing the costs of Junior College education.

The issue of who will pay for Junior College edu-

cation has always been intertwined with questions

about who will be educated by these colleges and who
will govern them. As the balance of support begins
to shift, these questions take on a new importance,

Should students pay part of the cost of Junior Col-

lege education through fees for student services or
even tuition? If 8o, would such fees eliminate students
wko are in greatest need of this level of education?
Ifthe Sutol-nmummmaﬁngshueofthem

- should it not have miore to say about the objectives

of Junior Colleges and how they are managed?

14

“THE BIG SHIFT TO JUNIOR COLLEGES"

The post-war years in general and the present dec-
ade 'in ‘particular represent penods of remarkable
growth for Junior Colleges in California. Table 1
shows the relative growth of Junior College enroll-
ments when compared with the other segments of

California higher education and mcludes projected

. enroliments through 1975.
TABLE 1
Full-Time Enrollmonh in Celifornia nghor Education®
: *~Funior State ' '

Year _Oollnu COolieges U0  Private Total
1045 .. ___. 17406 6851 18400 19661 623818
1950 . ______ 56,622 25,300 80,492 41,036 162,521
1958 o . 70,165 . 33,010~ 87,035 40,003 181,113
1900 ... 99,783 056,480 46,801 53,785 257,725
1062 ____.____. 112636 64,000 51,840 57,220 286,223
1962 . _______ 121,283 71,602 - 55,775 61,28¢ 310,888
1968 ____.___ -- 128,221 80,188 . 61,078 61,618 332839
1064 L ___. 152,401 92,454 G7,070 64,000 375425
' ' ' ~ PROJECTIONS .

19065 . ___ 172,160 95,000 78,025 68,5600 413,675
1970 e 216,200 184,475 103,150 81,800 587,625
197 . 267,100 106.325 125,800 91,100 649,825

* Toa data peor to 1000 are from A Stuty of the Weods for Adslticesl Cntas of
isoer Education in ulornia; thues from 1900-1064 are from wpors

mmanar-num
Projections re from COIB, Colforain’s. Nests o Atditieoey et of Figance Pubiic
December 1984), p. 17.

~ Higher EMM #1014 (eun-m

The Junior Colleges enrolled approximately 411 -
000 students of which at least 152,000 were full-tlme

in the fall of 1964, illustrating the magnitude of

‘‘The Big Shift to Jumor Colleges,” the cajtion used

" by the San Francisco Chronicle in reporting prelimi-

nary 1964 registration ﬂgures for the three segments
of public higher education in California. Such a shift
was encouraged by the Master Plan with its proposals
for the diversion of lower-division students to the
Junior College system. As a result of such diversion
it was expected that Junior College enrollments
would grow by about 225% from 1958 to 1975. How-
ever, as will be pointed out, neither the University of
Cahforma nor the State Collegea have, to date, suc-
cemfully promoted the diversion of students to Jun-
ior Collegee.

In examining the problem of numbers in Junior
College education it is misleading to report only full.
time enrollments. Whereas only about 5% of Univer-
sity students and 40% of State College students are
registered for less than 12 units, nearly 70% of Junior
College students are so defined as part-time students.
Amxmmg a status quo ratio of part-time to full-time

TABLE 2
Projected Full and Part-Time Enroliments

in California Junior Colleges ® - ,

Yoer r-a-rq» Port-Time  Tolal
1063 128221 305,586 488,800
1008 - 172150 400,439 581,580

. 1970 __. --- 210900 014,208 - 730,408
1197 . : 100 635,208 902,908
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students as indicated by fall 1963 enrollments, it is
likely that nearly 1,000,000 students will be attending
Junior Colleges by 1975. Table 2 shows this projec-
tion of total enrollments based upon projections for
full-time students. .

The recent growth in Junior College enrollments -

represents concerted ‘efforts by State and local offic-
inls to provide more equitable post-high'school educa-
tion for citisens fromn all parts of the state. This has
not always been the case since Junior College develop-
ment has, until recently, lacked any kind of State
plan. Local communities have had different commit-

ments, as well as resources in providing Junior Col-

lege education for their citizens. As recently as 1957

it was possible for the following statement to be made -

in A Study of the Need for Additional Centers of
Pudblic Higher Education in Calsifornia:

Junior colleges are local institutions which are
distributed somewhat unevenly throughout the

state, and there are a number of areas of the

- state where additional “junior college facilities
are needed and where tlie local assessed valuation
is sufficient to support them. Had the institu-
tions needed been well established, it is estimated
that 1955 enrollments would have included an
addxtlonal 11 500 full-tnne students.!

This meqmty can be illustrated more sharply by
noting that in the fall 1955, whereas San Francisco
County had 55.4% of its hlgh school graduates of the
two preceding years enrolled as Junior College stu-
dents, Alameda County—without adequate Junior
College coverage—enrolled only 17.4% of the grad-
uates. This dramatic difference is consistent with more
recent investigations which show that higher ypercent-
age of high school graduates attend college when there
is a local Junior College available than when other
types of institutions or no institutions serve an area.
Furthermore, even in metropolitan communities col-
lege attendance varies mversely as the distance from
Junior College campuses.

The Master Plan identified 21 areas of the state
which needed Jurior College service. By mid-1964
action had been taken in all of these areas to provide
local Junior College service either by annexation to

existing Junior College districts or by the formation

of new ones. Four districts not anticipated by the
Master Plan have also been formed. As a resuit of
this development approxmutely 80% cf all high

school graduates are in districts served by local Ju-

nior Colleges. On the other hand 35,614 high sciool
graduates still were not in such dntnctl as of April
1964. Studies concerned with the establishment of
.new districts or annexation to existing districts are

. . under way, and it is likely that by 1966 only the

3 Saeramento: State Board of Mawoation, 1957, p. 25.

most remote and lparaely populated areas of Cali-
fornia will remain outside Junior College district:.

FLOW OF STUDENTS

Before discussing the implications of growth in
size and number of Junior Colleges, it should be
noted that a reasonable enrollment balance among the
three segments of public higher education is develop-
ing. The long history of articulation among these in-

stxtntlons and the major studies upon which Califor-

nia’s Master Plan rests all call for ready access to
Junior Colleges by citizens in all commurities of the
state. The proper functioning of the State Colleges
and the Univeristy of California are closely related
to the flow of students from the two-year colleges.
This flow includes students who, although eligible for
admission to a four-year institution, find it wise or
neccssary to attend Junior Colleges first, and an even
larger number of students who earn then- eligibility
to enter the four-year colleges as a result of successful
Junior College work. In 1959, 56.4% of California’s
high school graduates were ineligible to enter the other
two segments of public higher education. Under pro-

- visions of the Master Plan this percentage should in-

crease to some 63% by fall 1965.
The ratios of high school graduates ehglble for
admission to the State Colleges,and to the University
are misleading. It is important to note that the Uni-
versity draws only about one-third of the 12}%
of high school graduates who are considered eligible

for admission. In turn the State Colleges enroll only

onc-fifth of the approxi:uately 40% of the graduates
who are presently eligible for admission. (In fall

. 1965 the percentage eligible will drop to 334%.) A

1962 study by the Department of Education con-
firms the impression that many of these *‘eligible’’
students do select Junior Colleges for first admis-
sion. Approximately 5% of the 1962 Junior College
freshmen were eligible to enter the University and
approximately 33% to enter State Colleges. Another
way of looking at this matter of choice is to note the
p/-centage of- eligible students who chose Junior Col-
leges. Nearly 20% of University-eligible ‘students in
1961 attended Junior Colleges. Although comparable
data are not available for the graduates eligible to
enter State Colleges, it is likely that a considefably
higher percentage of these students attend Junior

Colleges.
SUMMARY

. 'There is considerable misinformation abroad about.
the percentage of California high school graduates

who attend college. The most recent report from the
United State Office of Education indicates that over
three-fourths of all California’s graduates enter some

college. It is likely that this finding does not take into

consideration the large migration of college-age youth

inito California nor the large number of older students
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who enter college for the first. time. In any case this
estimate of college-going is much higher than that
reported by the State Department of Finance. In 1961
it was estimatedl that 52% of high school graduates of
that year entered some college in and out of Califor-
nia. The distribution of these students among the sev-

eral institutions is shown in Table 8. 'Chis would

seem to be a valid pieture of college'going among
California lngh school graduates. It also indicates the
upward trend in the percentage of graduates entering

college as predxu,ed by the Master Plan studles

TABLE 8

Percentage of 1981 Graduates of 6alnfornia Public High'
, Bchoolo Who Entered lmtltatione of Hnghor Education

Immuﬁon ' - Percentage
University of California _ 5% .
California State Colleges . 89
California Junior Colleges - 829,
California Privaie Colleges or Universities_________ 5%
Out-of-State Collexes or Umveuities : 29%

Total _ - 529,

. As was suggeqteu earlier, new concerns for keep-
ing youngsters in sehool and providing more and bet-
ter education for employment should ‘increase the
percentage of students who finish high school and
seek post-high school education. It is likely that a
large number cf these students will choose Junior Col-

leges. It may be, then, that the 50,000 students who"

are to be diverted from the State Colleges and the
University of California under provisions of the Mas-

ter Plan will represent a relatively small share of the

increasing burder on California Junior Colleges. The

- unknown dimension of such new responsibilities 'is
- only one indication of the urgent need for intensive
and longitudinal studies of college going in Cali-

fornia.

JUNIOR COLLEGE STUDENTS

It is meamqgless to talk about “‘the Junior College -

student’’ as if he had characteristics which set him
apart from other college students. In fact the one
tlung that most typifies Junior College student bodies
is their heterogenelty There are always wide ranges

of abilities, interests, backgrounds, and motivations.

In California this dlversnty results primarily from
the eomprehenslve services and curricula of the Jun-

or Colleges. As non-selective colleges they not only

provide aducation for students who do not seek or are
not able to transfer to a four-year institution, but
they attract a high percentage of those students who

~ are fully qualified to enter the University and the
State Colleges. Although certain data will be reported

on the ‘‘typical”” Junmior College student as dater-

- mined by statistical averages, the findings may be

misleading. It seems important, therefore, to be aware
of the differences among the colleges and of various
sub-groups within ‘a single ecampus.’ For example,
some of the characteristics discussed below will be in-

fluenced by the fact that only about 80% of the full-
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time and part-time enrollments at Junior Colleges in
recent years have been women. This large ratio of men
to women has implications for data on measured apti-
tude, educational aspiration, and most other charac-

teristies.
ABILITY AND PRIOR PIR!ORMANCI
"<. An examination .of several recent: mstltutlonal «

studles weuld suggest that a. 1953 California study
of 13 Junior Colleges and the diversity studies at the

Center for the Study of Higher Education at the
" University of California, Berkeley were still valid in

describing the academic aptitude of .Junior College

-students. The full range of aptitudes, as measured by

standard tests, is found in Jumior College student
bodies; and these colleges tend to attract almost
equally from the quartiles of ability levels. In gen-
eral the mean test scores for Junior College freshmen
is somewhat lower than that for the four-year imsti-
tutions. However, as would be expected, the overlap
within the two types of institutions is great. Fur-
thermore, within each segment of California higher
education there are differences in mean aptitude

“scores for individual colleges, This is true for cam-

puses of the University, the State Colleges, as well as
Junior Colleges.

Although no adequate study has been made of the
dlstnbutlon of academic aptltude among the Califor-
nia mstltutlons, it is quire apparent that the mean
aptitude levels of the three segments of puhlic higher

“education reflect the differential admissior. standards

of the institutions. On the other hand - there is evi-
dence from the Berkeley studies that some Junior Col-
leges have mean scores which equal or exceed the
mean scores of some State Colleges This may be due,
in part, to the differences in programs found at the
various Junior Colleges. It is not surprising that stu-

- dents of varying academic aptitude distribute them-

selves differently among the several programs offered
by the Junior Colleges. In general, the students who
declare transfer obJectlves have considerably higher
mean scores than those in terminal programs. Among
the numerous non:transfer programs, however, there
are marked differences in student aptitude. The more
selective technical fields, for example, attract stu-

.dents whose academic aptitude is superior to that of .
- most students in a mumber of transfer majors. Al-

though there are no complete California data, it would
appear that Medsker’s a.nalyels of ability levels in
vanous curricular fields is valid. He pointed out that

i’those eurricula. which attract high-ability transfer

A studenta also attract hlgh-ablhty terminal etudente

andvxoe versa.”’

Low Ability Students, A major concern in Junior
College education js finding ways of providing mean-

“ingful education for low-ability students. Berg'has

suggested in a recent study that about 10% of Junior
College day studerits might ‘be identified as low abil-
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ity students, however, his sample fell within the 16~
30 percentile range on the School and College Apti-
tude Test. The Berkeley studies showed that 16% of
entering two-year college students fell one standard
deviation or more below the mean of total entrants,
and it has been suggested that these studenuts might
be assumed to have IQ’s of 100 or below. More defini-
tive studies are needed to determine the incidence of

and the relationship of such ability to achievement
and persistenice. But it appears that the California

* two-year colleges must offer appropriate courses and
instruction for a sizable group of young men and
women with ability below that traditionally associ-
ated with college-level programs. Such a conclusion
is reinforced when it is recelled that the Junior Col-
leges ure to educate students whose high school per-
formance did not qualify them to enter other public
institutions. Many of these students bring not only
deficiencies in specific subject matter, but deflciencies
in basic academic skills. Although it has been shown
‘that approximately two-thirds of entering Junior Col-
lege students fall below the performance level required
for admission to the State Colleges, there are differ-
ences in the ratio of eligible students attracted to indi-
vidual Junior Colleges. One well-established cellege
recently reported that a majority of its freshmen were
eligible to enter four-year institutions.

High Ability Students. The two-year colleges have
~ always been and, perhaps, will increasingly be able to
. attract students of superior ability. Note has been
made previously of the large number of students who
could have been admitted to four-year colleges. The
consequence is that approximately one-third of en-
tering Junior College students are above the mean
of their fellow students who enter senior colleges.
This finding is similar to that reported by Seashore

lege freshmen as reported in the October 1958 Junior
College Journal. Among these able students in the
California colleges are those who were able to at-
tend the University of California but chose their local
community college. On measures of aptitude they
are, as a group, above national means, but less im.
preasive than their peers who actually entered the
University. It is also important to note that the .in-

ior College students are somewhat different from
those of their peers. This finding seemed to suggest
that even very able students at the community col-
leges may need an environment which is concerned
with their development as students, and teachers who
are committed to that task. o ‘

PAMILY BACKGROUND .
" There are now sufficient data about the antecedent

several generalizations. These are made with the full

- low academic aptitude amoug Junior College students .

in his 1958 study of academic abilities of Junior Col-

terests and motivations of these select groups of Jun- .

characteristics of Junior College students to permit -

recognition that community colleges attract students

from all sections of California society. Nevertheless,
students from the homes of clerical, skilled, and un-
skilled workers are greatly in the majority, Clark, for
example, found that the student body at San Jose
Junior College reflected the socioeconomic structure
of the Yominunity it served. This and other studies in-
dicate, too, that the more metropolitan the commu.

nity, the more Junjor College students will come-

from working class families. The relationship of fam-
ily background to factors relevant to success in col-
lege are well established. Several of these factors are

- of cousiderable importance to Junior College educa-

tion.

1. A majority of California Junior College stu-
dents have parents with only high school educa-
tions. ‘

2. Family encouragement and support is low for
many Junior College students since education is
not highly valued by the family. On the other
hand, the upward social mobility of some work-
ing class families may result in unrealistic as-
pirations on the part of many students. |

3. The majority of Junior College students find it
necessary to work in order to support themselves
in college. Often this means reduced course
loads or such stress that achievement is impaired.

4. The relative lack of cultural and civie interesis
in homes from which a majority of Junior Col-
lege students come may have profound effects

" on student motivation and  achievement . . .
and on the general student environment of the
colleges.

SDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

A common experience for Junior College teachers
and counselors is to discover the lack of realism in
the vocational and educational goals of students.
Many of these young men and women make & late
decision to enter college, and others come to Junior
College because they could not be admitted to other
institutions. Consequently, a major objective of the
community college is to help students revise their

goals in the light of their aptitudes, interests, and

past preparation.. In particular, this means that
many students discover that they cannot transfer to

a four-year college. Whereas, over two-thirds of en-

tering Junior College freshmen declare transfer ma-
jors only about one-third actually transfer. Many of

‘thosé who fail in transfer programs are referred to

as ‘‘latent terminals’’, and their counselors and teach-
ers have the difficult task of helping them shift to
appropriate programs for employment rather than
drop out. of college. It wonld appear that the failure
of parents, students, and high school counselors to

examine the wide range of educational opportunities

offered Aby‘ their community colleges is a major factor
214
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in this problem. In contrast the Junior Colleges have
had motable sucoess in stimulating potentially high
ability students who have set their goals too low. -

Dr. Medaker hos recently stated that ‘‘a large per-
cent of Junior college students have not developed
well-defined attitudes about the purposes of ednelp
tion and are in college either becaunse of today’s cul-

tural pressures or beoause they cannot find employ-
_ ment.”” This is, perhaps, related to the findings that
" community college students tend to be more voca-

tionally oriented than their four-year college pears.
Tkis is sz it shouid be, but such student values pose
problems for teachers who are primarily committed
to intellectual and cuiltural valucs. Furthermore, in
spite of this vocational orientation, few students have
a very adequate picture of the kind of work and the

- educational requirements for various occuZjations.

In general, Junior College students show greater
tendency toward authoritarianism and less tendency
toward intellectual interests and reflective thought
than do atudents at the four.year colleges. This is
even true of those young men and women who are
eligible to enter the Universnity of California but
who chose a local ¢ollege. Theee student attitudes may
result in a less than stimulating peer environment for
intellectually oriented students. These findings place
special responsibilities on Junior College faculties to
provide iutcllectual and cultural stimuiation in and
cutside the ciassroom. In this regard there is ample
evidenece that the relatively authoritarian student can
be reached with appropriate teaching and an environ-
ment which is concerned with his growth.

.
~e

Recent studies of student attrition suggest that the
high mortality data generally reported for higher
education need to be refined. National studies have
indicated that approximately 50% of those freshmen
who begin college complete e:ght semesters of work,
For all institutions attrition in the first two years
of collegé is great. Iffert in 1958 reported that 72.7%
of four-year college students completed at least ono
yearofeollege,andthuinonlydighﬁymorethm
the percentage he reported for Junior Colleges. On
of the most complete studies of & single Oallfomm
Junior College shows a similar drop-out for-freshmen
who enrolled in 1961. In this investigation 68.5% of the
class completed at least two semesters of work. Only
42%, however, completed four semesters at the col-

lege,Acmighthlwbeenexpecud,thmmmneh'

variation in the persistence of students with various

patterns of high school preparation. Table 4 shows

the relationship between persistence and high school
preparation, as well as the holdinig power of students

: mthefmrlevehofnnclilhphounent.ltuthutypo

- of investigation which provides mporunt insights into
the dutnrbmg drop-out problem in Jnmor Colleges.

1

, TABLE ¢
Porsistonce of 002 Students Envelied in 1981

in a Califernis Junier College
Jt Mmd  Sd jiN DPeroentege
Bligidie for Sem Bem Sem BSewm Survivel
Unlversity ... B 8B 2 2B 7%
Btate 0&-:- ....... 0 108 18 1O 00
(7 units A or B) S
?uh com EY 4 6 4 3w M
Incligie --..)__f_'.--- 200 141. %0 7 8
x(.".mm.' A 865 22 125 100 209
* (voentional program: - =
To'm Eurolled ... : 952 6350 461 408 42
Briglish

Placement

1B e -~ 1 1 1 1 100

7 N— 219 168 188 128 56

Bl e 303 213 167 140 48

L ¢ SO 420 2M 150 184 &1

Not enough is yet known about the persistence of
Junior College students on a stetawide basis. It is
clear, howaver, that there are differences in the hold-
ing power among the several inatitutions. As a matter

of fact some Junior Colleges boast about their Buccess -

in holding on to students, and others about the num-
bers they dismiss. In general, however, the Bureau
of Junior College Education in a report to the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education suggested
that approximately 50% of Junior College freshmen
continue in the second year, and that about 30% com-
plete two years of study. It also pointed out that
about 50% of those who leave within the two years
have completed a “lesa-than-two-year" course of
study.

The percentage of students who graduate from J un-
jor Colleges is not a suitable measure of stndent per-
sistence nor of inatitutional suocess. Many students
who transfer to four-year colleges do not apply for
graduation, and a large percentage of those in gen-
eral and occupational education do not stay long
enough . nor do they have gudnatlon as a goal.
This is qnite apparert when a comparison is made
of ,graduates in any year as oompared with the- full-
time sophomores in the previous year. For example,
there were 18,536 Junior College graduates in June
1963 for a fall 1963 enrollment of 78,864 sophomores—
84,400 of whom were full-time. 'l‘hueanbeonlya
rough comparison because Junior College students
frequently do not fit the usual class designations, nor
do they complete their stndnes in the umal soquence
of semesters. -

It seems quite clear tlmt the nnmbor of Junior Col-
lege . students who transfer to either the University

of California or the State Colleges has not kept pace
with the growth of Junior College enrollments. For

example, the number of transfers to the Umvemty

in 1962 was almost enctly what it was in 1950 al-
though full-time Junior College enrollments nearly
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doubled. During this petiod, however, the Junior Col--

leges sent an incressing number of advanced students -

to the State Colleges. But again, Junior College
growth would suggest a larger total number of trans-
fers. In the past five years of growth, the two-year col-
‘leges bave increased the annual number of transfer
students to the State Colleges by slightly over 1,200.
As a matter of fact it appears that there has been an
absolute drop in this level of tranafer from 1960 to

1962. These and other data are shown in Table 5 and -

Table 6.
o TABLE S o
Junior College Transfers te the University
' - of Galifornia 1900-190R¢ o
Year " Elgidle  Incligidle Tetal
lm - rd - ‘- - Y m .
19056 : - : 289 1878 2812
1066 . 976 2106 3082
1087 : 1000 1881 2441
1088 - r——— 1284 1267 2401
1080 — — —
- 1900 1188 1238 2898
1061 .- 1180 1898 2500
1902 __ 1888 . 1150 2617
i peitioee, Datrecnty o Cafersis, e frem the Offee o
- TABLE ¢ oo
Junior College Transfers to the California
State Colleges 1967-1902 ¢
Yeer Totel Transfer
1967 : 6100
1968 - 141
1060 - 7860
1900 ... ; 8581
1061 ' -
1902 8817

© Data from The Center for the Study of Higher Wdnceilen, Berkeley.

It should be noted that certain recent changes in
the number of transfers to both the State Colleges
and the University will have been influenced by pro-
visions requiring Junior Coilege students to complete
full or nearly full lower division programs before
transferring. For example, since 1960 the State Col-
leges have raquired ineligible students to complete a
minimum of 60 units at a Junior College, and effec-
tive in the falf 1962 the University required transfers
average (G.P.A.) of 24. .

There is now a respectable body of data about the

" sucoess of California Junior College students at both .

_the University of California and the California State
Colleges. The recent transfer study conducted by
. Knoell -and Medsker and aunual reports from the
. University’s Office. Relations with Schools suggest

some slight changes in achievement of tranafers from

Junior Colleges when compared with data from major

. studios earlier in the decade. These early studies:

by Bird, Medaker and others are summarised as 3 prel-
(1) Btate Colleges. Tliq'g'nde poin't_'avei'.gé of
. Junior College transfers has been alightly be-

" low that ‘of naive students, aithongh the dif-.

¢ : \\ T

to complete 56 acceptable units with a grade point

v A
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ferzntial decresses with each succeeding se-

mester. As is true at the University, eligible
students ecarned higher g.p.a.’s after transfer
than did the ineligible students. In general the
.ineligibles did less well on aptitude and achieve-
ment tests administered at the time of transfer,
and their probation rate was higher, as was
the drop-out rate. Medsker reported persist-
ence rates of 78% at Fresno State College
and 87% at San Jose State College at the end
"+ of the third semester after transfer. This com-

pared to a persistence rate of 91% for native .

students.

(2) The University of Oalifornia. The record of
students who were eligible to enter the Univer-
sity for first admission did mnearly as well
as the native students although fewer persisted
over three semesters. In general the withdrawal
rate was about 35% for all tranafers and 17%
for native students. Since the less able students

- dropped out, there was & general increase in
g.p.a. for those who remained . . . for both
eligible and ineligible groups. The latter stu-
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- dents. tended to earn grade point averages

ranging from .15 to .30 below those of the
eligible and native students. .

Recent analysis of the records of transfer students
to the University of California by the Office of Kela-
tions with Schools indicates some change in the per-
gistence rates at Berkeley and UCLA. In 1953, 80%
of the eligibles at Berkeley persisted over three semes-
ters at Berkeley as compared to 72% of the students
who entered after transfer in 1961. At UCLA the
eligibles improved with a persistence of 72% in 1961
as compared to an earlier persistence of 68%. Inter-
estingly enough, the UCLA ineligibles also had a three

semester persistence of 72% as compared with the

1953 rate of 69%. Both transfer groups at the two
campuses continue to earn over a C average for the
first semester after transfer. ’ '

The following data are adapted from the Knoell-
Medsker report for a sample of Junior College stu-
dents ‘who .transferred in 1960 to selected four-year
campuses in California.

TABLE 7
‘First Semester Transfer Records of Selected Institutione
: by Junior College Students in 1960

o 3 U.of’ m‘ sSF
- Achevement ~ UOB UOLA Pso. UBSO State Btate
- Continued with “0” ' - ST
or better —— e 64% 70% 062% 88% T8% 06%
Continued with :

Dl “0 e 2% 0% 2% 16% 23% 20%

Fatled to comp. term or

'withdrew end of term 12% 10% 15% 3% 5% 14%

- The grade point differentials for five of the above

institutions for first semester work and for cumule-
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tive grades for two years after transfer are shown in

Table 8. Thess data are from Table 37 in Faclors
- Affecting Performance of Transfer Students from

Two- to Four-Year Colleges published by the Center

Afor the Study of ngher Edueatxon

TABL! s

Grade Point Differentials of Junior collom Transfers
: at Selected Four-Year Institutions

Differentiale with Junior
. Oollege g.p.a. ,
Institution First Term Cumnlative
UCB . . -85 —07
"TUCLA o e mea . i ) Y ¥ §
Long Beach State ... ____ IR —24 ‘ -16
S.F. State _..._ ——— —29 —26
U. of Pacific _ —— 20 ' —J12

Among the major questions which develop from this
brief look at the number and success of students who
transfer from California Junior Colleges to four-year
institutions are the following: (1) In view of tie great
emphasis placed on transfer education in California
Junior Colleges is the actual frequency of transfer
disproportionately low? (2) Would the achievement
and persistence of transfer students improve if Jun-
ior Colleges were free to prescribe programs of lower
division preparation and certify the readiness of stu-
dents to transfer? (8) Should there not be intensive
studies of the characteristics of transfer students as
related to achievement in institutions with differing

characteristics in order to better counsel studenis in

the selection of a transfer college or university ¢

WHAT IS TO BE TAUGHT?
Within a brief span of fifty years Junior College

offerings have grown from a few post-high school

courses to comprehensive curricula which include full
lower-division preparation for transfer, a wide spec-

trum of technical-vocational programs, and courses

for general and continuing education. Each of these
areas of the Junior College curriculum represents
such diversity of opportunity for youth and adults
that they should be deseribed in detail.

PREPARATION FOR TRANSFER

Thanks to the early support from the Umvermty of
California and to years of articulation with both the
University and the State. Colleges, the transferability
of Junior College credit is today well established. A

recent study of transfer students shows California
“to be ahead of other states in this successful flow of

students to four-year institutions. Fnrt.hermore, the

" very structure of higher education in this state is

based on the flow of students who have begun or
completed theu' lower-division work in Junior Col-
leges. It is interesting to note how the recent Master

Plan is implementing Dean Lange’s early advice

about distributing - the University’s . (and now the
State Collegea’) “mlln ulouroet in fruhmen a,nd

B o rom . sl e anen e G B TR R amE e T AT e T TR TR

sophomores’’ to the Junior Colleges. Today approx-

- imately 76% of California’s lower-division students

are studying in the two-year matltutnonn, and by
1975 this figure should reach 85%. It is quite obvious
that such a dominant role for Junior Colleges in pre-
paring studénts for transfer could be possible only
if these colleges had programs of comparable quality
when compared to those of the four-year institutions.

To be sure, the Junior Colleges have faced serious
problems in gaining full aceeptability for their
courses. Farthermore, they have had.to balance their
experimentation against the demands for course par-

_allelism from the University and more recently from

the State Colleges. Another diffculty in this history
of articulation has been the lack ¢f uniformity within
and among the colleges and universities. Diversity in
standards, content, and methods makes the struggle

for parallelism almost ridiculous. Are there no alter-

natives? A solution which is recommended by many
Junior College leadersads for colleges and universi-
ties to accept at face value those courses which Jun-
ior Colleges certify as meeting requirements for jun-
ior standing. The State Colleges and Junior Colleges
have approximated such an arrangement, and the
success of transfer studemnts from the latter institu-
tions would justify a comparable experiment in the
transfer of Junior College students to campuses of
the University of California. It appears that the Jun-

ior Colleges, themselves, have not ‘aken seriously this -

preoposal for certifying students for transfer even

though the -quality of instruction and the advisement -

of students in these colleges should contribute to the
success of such an arrangement. Whether this or some
other proposal is adopted, it seems 1mperat1ve that
Junior Colleges play leadership roles in the develop-
ment of lower division education.

There are few if any undergraduate majors for
which a student cannot receive appropriate lower-
division preparation at his local community college.

Furthermore, if he should take the proper sequence

of courses, he would be granted full junior status
upon transferring to a State College or a campus of
the University. In actual practice, however, many
students transfer with minor: deficiencies which must
be completed before they are fully recognized as
upper-division students by their transfer institution.
Occasionally a specific Junior College may not offer
a full major in a highly specialized field such as ar-

‘chitecture, and eligible students are advised to trans-

fer after one yea_r' at a Junior College.
Since a normal lower division program includes

. approximately 60 units of study, it is common for

20-40 units to be required for the major. The .re-

maining units are devoted to the liberal arts and.

elective options. Frequently, of course, students must

- ,repau' deficiencies before beginning or ‘completing
-work in the magor. Asa retnlt, {theu' Junior College ‘
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work may well exceed 60 units. Although individual

Junior Colleges preserilie requirements for the asso-
ciate-in-arts degree, transfer students need not meet
these requirements as a c/ndition for transfer. Occa-
sionally they cannot do so if they are to compleLe spe-.
cialized requirements for their majors.

- Although  at present nearly one-third (in 1963
28.17). of total Junior College enrollments are m_“oc-
cupation-centered’’ curricula, many of the courses
which make np these programs are part of the regu-
- 1ar lower-division curriculum. Since the remammg
* two-thirds. of the enrollments are in transfer currie-
ula, it can be seen that the oﬂermgs of the Junior

Colleges are heavily oriented toward traditional
~ lower division work. It is necessary to ask if this pre-
ponderance. of transfer coursesr—remembermg the
pressures for ‘‘parallelism’*
the general education or vocational needs of the ma-

jority of students whom the Junior Colleges are to

Terve?

PREPARATION FOR EMPLOYMENT

-The scope of Junior College programs designed to
prepare students for employment covers virtually
the entire range of skilled and technical ecupations.
Individual Junior Colleges differ in the nature of
their ‘‘occupation centered’’ curricula because of dif-
ferences in the communities they serve, institutional
size and resources, and commitments to occupational
education. There are over 120 separate occupational
curricnla offered by California Junior Colleges with
some colleges oftering as few as three and others
with more than fifty programs. The most common

technical programs are engineering technology, elec-

tronics technology, and drafting. Business occupa- -.

tions make up the largest vocational group attrac-
ing 13.8% of all students in 1963 who declared majors.

Some of the vceational curricula listed in cata-

logues involve a mere clustering of standard courses
which tradition or investigation suggest as appropri-
ate prepeiation for employment in an occupational
field. Journalism, advertising, and business manage-
ment might represent such loose patterns of prepara-
tion. On the other hand, a. number of programs in-

volve building and equipping of specialized facilities, -

the employment of teachers with particular training
and experience, and continuous relationships with ad-
visory committees. Dental assisting, aeronautics, gar-
ment manufacture, and metallurgical technology rep-
resent these highly structured programs. Briefly,
then, the various. occupational curricula encompass
the apphed and graphic arts; business and commerce

. . agriculture, horticulture and forest\ry,, the skilled

trades and crafts; the science and engineering tech-
nologies, and health, governmental recreation, and
other servxces‘ .

. Tt is increasingly mappropmte to refer to these
technieal-vocaticnal programs as terminal education.
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In actual practice many students seek or are offered
‘employment before completing the planned Sequence
‘of work. A great number, however, return for addi-
tional study in the extended day programs and ulti-

.- mately earn a certificate of completion or the associ-

ate in arts degree. If present predictions are valid,
most employed persons in our:society will need ex-
tensive retraining several times during their working
careers. At present California Junior Colleges play
" the major role in the training and retraining of Cali-

" fornia’s skilled labor force. Beeaise of this faet .

California is well ahead of any other state in the
number of preparatory trade and industrial offerings
snd in technology curricula offered 1nder Title VIII -
of the National Defense Educatior Act. Even though
empirical evidence is lacking, it appears that Cali-
fornia’s remarkable economic development and its

.singular contribution to modern technology are in

part the result of the availability and quality of oc-
cupational education in its public Junior Colleges.
* The State requires that a Junior College major in-
clude at least 20 units of appropriate course work. In .
practice, however, there is great pressure to add
courses to the major which consequently reduces the

‘opportunity for general education. It is true, never-

theless, that the Junior Colleges have been quite suc-
cessful in reducing the hours spent in manipulative
activities. There has been a steady upgrading of the
occupational programs with increased emphasis on
technical knowledge and mathematical and communi-
cation skills. One consequence of this change has been
the increase in prerequisite courses and the develop-
ment of appropriate service courses. These changes
reflect the fact that work in our society is becoming
more cognitive. In general, the Junior Colleges are
giving increased emphasis to preparation for a fam-
ily of occupations rather than to specific preparation
for an entry job.

Junior Colleges have attempted to confront the
dual purposes of vocational education—to train skilled
workers and to educate the students they serve. The
colleges have done so primarily by seeking to give
equal status to vocational and liberal education. They
have. been only partially successful in doing so. Exist-
mg studies show that faculties are divided regard-
ing the importance of vocational education and par-
t_icularly &s to what programs should be offered. It
is important to note, nevertheless, that vocational in-
structors are well integrated into Junior College fa-
culties although they frequently have different refer-
ence groups from teachers in the more traditionally
academic fields. It is these reference- groups-——profes-
sional societies, university peers, labor organizations—
which influence attitudes about who should be edu-
cated and how. These dlﬂerent points of view ¢an
‘be strengths, but the education of skilled and semi-
professxonal workers in a comprehensive community
eollege is posmble only it all segments of a faculty
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 ean work together toward conim’on institutional goals.
To give a specific example, if the liberal arts instrue-

tors are nct willing o> able to provide effective re-

- medial courses in language, mathematics, and study

skills, actnal and potential vocational students will be

pushed out of the Junior Colleges. (Push-outs are |

often referred to as drop-outs.) Or if liberal educa-

tion continues to be confused with introductory prep-

aration for advanced study, it will remain irrelevant

_to a majority of Junior College students and discour-

age their continuation in programs designed to pre-

. pare them to live, as well as to work. These issues. .

seem directly related to-the problem: of . attracting

- students to a number of vocational programs. In spite

of the fact that 75% of Junior College students are

‘not now transferring to four-year institutions, only

one-third are inoccupation-centered programs. The.
Junior College record in working with the ‘‘latent
terminal’’ student still leaves something to be desired.
To be sure the reluctance on the part of many stu-
dents to choose vocational programs reflects the status
values of society. For the student there are many clues
regarding the status of various programs, including
the attitudes of teachers toward those programs.

The new national concern for both technical-voca-
tional education and education for the culturally dis-

advantaged should bring new vigor to the traditional

Junior College commitment to serve those students
who are unable or do not seek to transfer. There are,
however, counter influences which are discussed
through this report. The istue, then, is whether Jun-
ior College people and those who help guide their in-
stitutions will persevere in redefining what is college
level education .in the light of legitiinate and known
needs of students not served by the other segments of
higher education. In addition to federal stimulation

and resources there are encouraging events at the

local levels which are bringing strength to technical-
vocational education. Several districts have completed
studies which should guide them in developing re-
gional cooperation in the use of resources, facilities,

and faculties in serving youth and adults. A related

development is the formation of multi-campus dis-

tricts which enhanced resources for vocational educa- .

tion. As these changes take place colleges will have
‘the assistance of such facilities as the Center for the
Study of Vocational Education at the University of
California. ‘ '

EDUCAYION FOR LIFE .
" The Educational Policies Commission’s recent eall

- for universal higher education which ‘‘frees the
mind** comes at a time of near demise of viable pro-

grams of general education in American colleges and
universities. Furthermore, in spite of the dramatic
diversity in student bodies at these some 2,000 insti-
tutions there appears to be a steady movement to-

* ward similarity in their curricula. This, too, in spite
.22
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of the strong evidence that students who are different

- should be educated differently. ‘

Most of the great experiments in general educa-
tion are but memories, and the use of introductory
courses for the several disciplines is now near uni-
versal in meeting general education requirements.
Such is the picture of general education in California
Junior Colleges, as well, with but few exceptions.
In spite of the talk and catalogue claims it is difficult

to report more than minimum commitment to gen-
‘eral education in' 1964, Again part of the problem
. has been. the difficulty in getting experimental and °

unconventional courses accepted for transfer. Never-

theless, several Junior Colleges have been able to sur-

mount this problem.by the quality of their new courses
and persistent articulation efforts. There appear to
be more basic factors which have contributed to the
gap between Junior College claims and practices in
providing meaningful general education for all stug
dents. Among them are:

(1) An increasing number of Junior College teach-
- ers see themselves as specialists and are unable
or unwilling to teach courses with conceptual
objectives which cut through the walls between

subjects. Furthermore, some of them may not -

have been exposed to great courses in the lib-
eral arts and sciences in their own educations.

- (2) With the present emphasis on making under-
graduate studies primarily preparation for
graduate education, introductory courses in the
disciplines tend to emphasize methodology and
fail te touch students with modest academie
and inteilectual interests.

(3) General education courses arc taught predom-

 inately by the lecture methcd. The result is

frequent alienation of those many students who

are neither verbally nor intellectually ori-

ented but who need teaching which motivates
and arouses curiosity.

(4) The claims for general education have been too

grandiose and comprehensive. Courses which
should be designed to develop interests in and

powers to pursue life-long learning should not

be the patent medicine of sduecation.

~ In its 1964 publication, Universal Opportunity for

Education Beyond the High School, the  Educa-

tional Policies Commission places this problem .

within the context of all higher edueation.

As more students continue their education be-
. yond the high school, the need for motivating

students and the difficulty of doing it inecrease. -

For most students the rational powers develop
best under guidance and example of an expert,
responsive, flexible teacher who is himself com-
mitted to the search for truth. . . . Therefore,
nonselective colleges will, for the forseeable fu-
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‘ture, need many teachers dedicated less to cres-

tion of specialists and more to the advancement
of each student regardless of his ability—Ilese to
the student already interested in the teacher’s
particular specialty than to students whose in-
terest in the general field need to be aroused.2

1In California Junior Colleges there are some very

exciting courses and programs with life-long learn-

Ing as their goals. There is.also mounting evidence

~ that students of varying abilities and mot./ations
. can be reached and changed as a result of -college -
- experiences in and out of the classroom. It would

seem, then, that a professional attack on the problem
of relevant general education is long overdue in
Junior College education. This problem is at’the
heart of the issue of who is to be educated.

EDUCATION FOR ADULTS

There are those who believe that the pressing de-
mands of contemporary society’ cannot wait for the
abilities and leadership of young men and women now
in sechool. They would advocate a great push in
adult ‘education, nct only to provide the retraining
nceded for employment, but to help develop knowl-
edge and judgment about the great issues of the day.

The extent to which Junior Colleges serve Califor-
nia adults is impressive indeed. In the fall 1963 there

were 239,787 part-time students and 156,574 “‘de- .

fined adults’’® in graded classes. In addition there
were a total of 66,784 students in classes for adults,
or ungraded classes. It is difficult to make much sense
out of these data since the traditional concepts of adult
education or evening education no longer apply in
Junior Colleges. Many full-time students take courses
in the evening, and a large percentage of students in

the day are part-time. Furthermore, “adults’ are’

identified primarily for record keeping purposes
rather than hecause of their choice of programs. In
order to understand the Junior College role in con-
tinuing education it is necessary to examine recent
State measures to differentiate functions among the

various segments of public edueation and to support

edueation for adults.

On February 14, 1963, the State Board of Educa-

tion established criteria and standards for graded
Junior College classes. This decision followed sev-
eral years of concern among legislators about stand-

dards in Junior College and State College classes

for adults, and about what appeared to be wasteful
overlapping among the institutions which provided
education for adults. The 1959 legialative - seasion

called fo an investigation of adult education which
- was later conducted by the Assembly Interim Com-

mittes on Education. Since the _Committee defined
SP, 14, S A
s Any student -attained his twenty-first birth

3—43891

- who has day on of
sfore February I who g sarolled L fewer than 10 clams

adnlt education zo as to include all part-time educa-
tion for adults regardless of educational level, it
looked into the extension services of the University of

California, the extension services and extendad day

program of the State Colleges, the exteaded day
and adult education programs of Junior ‘Colleges,
and the high school adult education programs.

- In general the Committee supported the Governor’s
earlier recommendation to reduce State support

. for adult eduecation. It further directed the Coordi-
nating’ Counecil to recommend ways of reducing the .

competition among the various institutions. These and
related recommendations concerning the delineation
of functions, coordination, and financing of continu-
ing education programs were forwarded to the Legis-
lature in 1963.¢ In the meantime the State Depart-
ment of Eduecation with the cooperation of the Cali-
fornia Junior College Association and other .groups
submitted to. the State Board recommended definj-
tions of ‘‘graded’’ and ‘‘ungraded’’ classes. These
criteria went through some 16 drafis before being
adopted. In general terms a graded class must have
been approved by the State Board of Education and

- have ‘one or more of the following characteristics:

1) be of college level and provide prerequisite, com-
ponent, or elective credit toward an associate-in-arts
degree; 2) be part of a ‘““beyond high school’’ voca-
tional or technical program leading toward an asso-
ciate in arts degree and/or an occupational certifi-
cate; 3) be recognized by aceredited colleges and uni-
versities in California as part of a required prepara-
tion toward a major, or as required or permissive
general education and/or elective studies. :

The State Board also adopted standards for such

graded classes which include procedures for course
approval, length of course of study, qualifications
of students admitted to courses, and for the grading
and evaluation of these students. It is likely that
these regulations have speeded the general trend

toward making continuing edueation in Junior Col- °

leges more traditionally academic, but at the same
time they have eliminated some courses of doubtful
standards and appropriateness. ' .

-~ Of equal importance to the future of conﬁnuing
education is the level of State support for adults at-

tending Junior Colleges. The amount of State equal-
ization aid is computed differently for those dJe-
fined as adults. In defining adults as students over
2] enrolled in less than 10 units, it was the intent of

the Legislature to provide less State support for

adult education. In reference to Junior Colleges this

is accomplished by lower apvortionment for “adult

8.d.a. than for non-adult a.d.a. In 1964 the foundation
program for non-adult a.d.a. was $600, but for adult

‘ad.a. it was only-$490 with a° maximum entitlement
{0 COEE, Gontinatay Bducation Progam i Gakforsid Highr
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of $230. This difference takes on special importance
in view of the fact that the oost of graded classes is
considerably higher than the cost of mon-graded
classes, and that there are three times as many
‘‘adult’’ students in graded as compared with pon-
graded classes. The result is a significant reduction
in the level of State support for the entire Junior
College program. Consequently, it is the recom-
mendation of most leaders that State aid for ‘‘de-
fined adults’’ be the same as for minors. If this were
done, the overall level of State support for Junior
Colleges would be substantially increased.

The problem of support cannot be separated from
the larger issue of how: well Junior Colleges will
serve the continuing education needs of their com-
munities. It would seem that the race to replace
“‘adult’’ education with degree, transfer, and employ-
ment-oriented education would conflict with the
growing educational needs associated with leisure and
self-improvement. The Legislature may be rigi:t that
such services are the responsibility of local com-
munities. If so, it would seem important to reduce the
heavy load on the local taxpayer for education of
adults in graded -'asses. At present there are no ade-
quate studies to show the impact of these changing
attitudes about and regulations for the education of
adults in Junior Colleges. As has been noted, there
is an accelerated shift toward graded classes, but at
the same time Junior Co'leges are making greater
use of the community service tax for cultural activi-
ties. It may be that these colleges, through com-
munity service programs snd through comprehensive
offerings throughout tL. extended day, will find a
better pattern of serving adults than represented by
more traditional adult education. Nevertheless, a
major issue must be faced: What effect will the new
orientation of Junior Collages to higher education

have on their programs of continuing education?

REMEDIAL EDUCATION

The Junior Colleges have traditionally attempted.

to educate all students who entered their open doors.
Over the years this has meant much experimentation
ijn curriculum and teaching methods. In brief, these
efforts have had ‘as their goals the development of

academie skills and motivation in students who seek”
another chance in college. No other segment of

higher education has accepted such a challenge, and

there are those who counsel the Junior Colleges'fo give.

up these “‘less than college’’ level activities. Unfor-
tunately this counsel comes at'a time when our so-

ciety is beginning to attack the problems.of training

the untrained and educating the under-educated. By

tradition and by defined responsibility the .Junior
Colleges should lead this attack. In any case, if the
Junior Colleges are to provide technical-vocational
education at a level different from the other segments
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of higher education; if they are to help remedy do-
ficiencies in students with the potential of continuing
their educations, there seems to be no alternative but
to take students where they are and to give them the
means to develop capacities and interests. This is not
a matter of sentimentality nor is it a call to induige
those students who will not achieve. It s a call for
appropriate courses taught by teachers who care and

" who have professional skills needed in this most diffi-

cult area of teaching.

THE REDEFINITION OF HIGHER EDUCATION

‘What is taught in the first two years of college has
undergone profound changes since the founding of
the denominational colleges of the early American
colonies. The changes have involved both the level
at which certain disciplines are to be taught and the
very nature of the offerings themselves. For example,
there hus been a steady movement of ‘‘college level’’
work into the secondary schools, or as more frequently

noted, collega standards have been raised over the

decades. Equally fundamental changes have resulted
from the ever-expanding realm of human knowledg»
and the acceptability of certain fields of knowledpe
within hallowaed halls. It is scarcely a century since
the natural sciences became respectable enough to. be
included in the curriculum, and the social sciences are
of even more recent vintage.

College curricula have also been influeaced by a
mythology which seeks to distinguish the so-called
pure or theroretical fields from the applied. It is
likely that some such dimensions exist at the schol-
arly levels of academe, but the dividing line is illu-
sive indeed. At the introductory levels of knowledge
it is likely that all subjects are applied—anrd further-
more vocational in any meaningful sense of the word.
For example, the introductcry course in chemisiry is
as functional to the career of the chemist as typing
is to the career of the secretary. In any case, the
courses in our early colleges were explicity prac-
tical and had as their goals the education of gentle-
men. ' ‘

As Americans moved west to conquer ths continent

they took their colleges with them, and these colleges
changed as the people’s needs changed. Now they
needed. trained farmers and skilled workers as well as
gentlemen. Later they needed sciertists and scholars
and. technicians. Each: of these great changes in
American society have besn marked by changes in
the ' college curriculum. The land grant colleges
brought education t{o the farms and to the new. in-
dustric]l communities, and new programs were created
to deal with their. fertile land and their machines.
Then at the turn of the century the inventiveness and

“curiosity of the age gave stimulation to the new uni-

-veisities which have since brought. us so swiftly into

the atoinic age andhelped build a society of un-
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equalled abundance. These changes were accompanied
by truc revolutions in what was to be taught in our
colleges, and how it was to be taught.

Social changes of unequalled magnitude have been
entwined with and stimulated by these technioal-sei-
entific revolutions. From all segments of American
society have come demands for education and train.
ing beyond the high school. These demands are being
met to a degree unknown in any other civilisation or
society. Today the most compelling response to these
demands for education is the rapid development ¢?
People’s colleges.

These summary comments seem n because

of some dameaging myths about what is college level
work and what is not. For example:

Myth 1. Only those courves which are recog-
nized by universities for transfer purposes are
‘‘college level.”’

Myth 3. There is some sort of absolute stand-
ard for college courses which is determined by
the nature of the subject taught, and which can
be readily determined and applied regardless of
the students being taught.

Myth 3. Education for immediate employ-
ment is somehow less collegiate than education
for work which requires transfer to another in-
stitution.

Other myths also clutter up discussions about
what should be taught in Junior Colleges. This in
spite of the fact that the most compelling insight
which comes from reading the history of American
higher education is that which is taught in college
is a matter of constant change and redefinition. Each
new institution—the land grant colleges, the univer-
gities, the Junior Colleges—has defined curricula and
standards in the light of pressing American needs.
There are no absolutes: there are no inferior curricula
except those which are badly taught.

The issue of what is to be taught in Junior Col-
leges is of particular urgency in 1964. There are those
who see the Master Plan as a mandate to ‘‘raige
standards’’ in Junior Colleges and to eliminate

‘courses from the curriculum which are ‘“less than col-

lege level.’”’ Although it is rarely done, both of these

.vague criteria need to be defined in a manner appro-
priate to Junior College education. The following
~ ideas seem essential to these definitions: :

Standards. The only meaningful definition of
‘“‘standards’’ in education is determined by the
quality of teaching and the resources for learn-
ing. Badly taught courses have low standards
whether they are at the freshmen or graduate
- levels. Excellently taught courses have high
standards whether they are concerned with reme-
dial English or quantum physics. There is no
necessary relationship between high standards

and the number of students who fail or who are
forced to drop from a class.

Collecge Level. Those courses which oconcern
theniselves with the educational needs of young
and mature adults as they prepare for advanced
study, skilled work, or as they seek greater free-
dora and refinement of mind are of college level.
In California such courses ire to be determined
by the characteristics of students who are to be
ecucated in the various segments of a differen-
tiated system of higher education. Certainly
what is college level cannot be determined solely
by the curriculum of the elite segment of that
system or by the characteristios of its students,

It seems appropriate in summing up this discussion
to point out that the quality of an institution is best
judged by what it is able to accomplish with the stu-
dents it accepts, rather than by its ability to attract
high ability students. The Junior Colleges can com-
pete on this basis since they are established to educate
the other segments of higher education. Whether the
Junior Colleges fully succeed or not depends to a
great extent upon the relevance of their courses and
their standards of teaching their heterogeneous stu-
dents.

GOVERNANCE OF JUNIOR COLLEGES:
CHANGES AND CHALLENGES

The issue of how California Junior Colleges are to
be governed is to a great extent an outgrowth of the
problems of numbers. Expanding enrollments and
budgets, the building of complete new campuses and
facilities—all have brought changes to the internal
structure of colleges and demands for new approaches
to coordination and service at a statewide level. These

~ actual and contemplated organizational changes have

implications for all aspects of Junior College educa-
tion. However, there are certain fundamgntal ques-
tions which seem particularly relevant to the three
major areas of change. It'is to these questions that
the following sections are devoted. Does the trend
toward large, regional, and multi-campus districts
threaten the role of Junior Colleges as community in.
stitutions? What effect will the establishment of aca-
demic senates and formal faculty authority have on
the comprehensive, open-door college? Will proposed
legislative measures to provide more efcient coordi-

nation and development of the statewide system of -

Junior Colleges diminish or enhance the vitality of
local control 1

JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICTS IN TRANSITION
The movement toward independent Junior College

‘diltricu, which began with the enabling legislation

in 1921, has in recent years changed the structure and
the character of Junior College education in Califor-
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nia. This trend was particularly encouraged by the
Legislature in 1961. A general policy has been estab-
lished for the inclusion of all high school and unified
districts vathin distriets maintaining Junior College
districts. Furthermore, no distriots exoept independ-
ent Junior College districts may now be formed to
provide Junior College education. In goneral this
trend, which is shown in Table 9, bas resultsd from
the increasing identification of Junior Colleges with
higher education and the resulting wish to be inde-
pendent of the elementary and secondary schools.
But equally important have been the need and the
demands for Junior Colleges to achieve greater effi-
ciency in the development and use of financial re-
sources, utilization of staff and facilities, and in gen-
eral management.

TABLE §

Changing Patterns of Junier Celleges
Distriot Reerganization

Indopondont High Bokeol  Unified
Yesr Distriot Distriot District
1000 - e 28 16 12
1061 ... .. 30 9 12
1068 e 48 8 11
1004 e 56 2 8

The rapid movement toward independence, how-
ever, has been accompanied by considerable growth
in the size of districts. At present six Junior College
districts are county-wide and four more are nearly
so. Furthermore, four additional districts include sub-
stantial portions of two or more counties. This change
in district organization recently led a spokesman from
the Office of the Legislative Analyst to say in testi-
mony before the Senate Sub-committee on Higher Ed-
ucation :

.. . As these districts continue to grow in terri-
tory and population served, it becomes increas-
ingly difficult to think of them as community in-
stitutions which are closely guided by local
voters rather than as large autonomous districts,
relatively independent in relation to the indi-
vidual communities which they encompass.

The diminishing of local identity and service must

be examined as a possible consequence of bigness.
Certainly trustees in this new type of district repre-

gent different communities, and central administra-

tion must seek compromises among the competing de-
mands from campuses within the district. But there
are counter trends to this apparent loss of commu-
nity identity. '
Present practices in California’s multiple-campus
distriots and the philosophy which is beginning to
take shape place great emphasis on the autonomy of
individual campuses and their responsiveness to the
special characteristics of their local communities.
Furthermore, there may be new resources and staff

‘availsble to identify and respond to community
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needs. In this regard it seems likely that the freeing
of local leadership from major responsibilities for
fiscal and facilities management of districts may give
a substantial boost to the community oollege con-
oept. Junior Collegen have grown rapidly and have
achieved status under a system of local autonomy.
It remains to be seen whether the present trend to-
ward large regional districts will enhance or threaten
this tradition.

Very little is known about the relationship between
district organization and the achievement of Junior
College goals. Such studies are long overdue. There is
evidence, however, that faculty and administrative
attitudes toward the objectives and practices of the
comprebensive, open-door college vary with the pat-
tern of institutional organization. This may result
in part from the fact that large independent Junior
Colleges increasingly employ teachers who are sub-
ject matter specialists. Quite apart from the merits
of such specialization, it appears that many of these
teachers are more interested in their disciplines than
in contributing te the community functions of the
college or in experimenting with less conventional
methods of reaching a large number of Junior Col-
lege youth who don’t really know what it means to be
a student and who place little value on intellectual
activity. What influence this faculty orientation will
have on educational policy is unclear, but we can
already find an English department which refuses to
teach remedial English and a faculty which prides

itself on grading more rigoronsly than the Univeristy.

of California. The point, of course, is that legisla-
tion and policy decisions which change the structure
and personnel of Junior Colleges may also alter the
colleges’ charactsr and objectives. Therefore, deci-
sions about distriet structure and governance should
always be tested against the purposes of Junior Col-
lege education. _

THE SHARING C- AUTHORITY ‘

There has long been a sharing of responsibilities
in the determination of policies within some Junior
Colleges, but this partnership has been a sometimes

thing and has lacked formal sanctions. Under law the

Legialature has delegated to elected trustees of Junjor
College districts broad residual power for determin-
ing and executing policy. This authority has then
betn delegated, in part, to professional administra-
tors who are held directly responsible for the con-
sequences of their actions. In California no school
official has tenure as a result of his administrative
status. The third source of authority in college gov-
ernance rests with the feculties. However potent
tedchers may have been ir influencing the formation

of policy snd either giving life to or burying policy
decisions, their authority in California Junior Col-
leges has been informal, misunderstood, and without
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foundation in law. A major area for mMenund-
ing and partisanship has centered on the question
of whether authority could be delegated to teachers,

since apparently concomitant responsibility could

not be. Such doubts seem to rest on the assumption
that tenure is the measure of respomaibility and to
deny the profound responsibility of teachers in stu-
dent welfare and professional matters. In reality
teachers pay the consequences of their actions when
they are evaluated by students, con:agues, and to a
degrec by the community thay serve. Unfortunately,
the latter point is somewhat of a cliché since the role
of teacher has not been closely associated with educa-
tional leadership until recently. Today marks a change
in the role of Junior College teachers and the gov-
ernance of colleges in which they teach.

All the participants in this move toward collegial-
ity—legislators, trustees, administrators, and teach-
ers—have sought some model which would he Jar-
ticularly appropriate for the community eollege.
None seems quite right. Although a few faculty lead-
ers éontinue to be attracted to the Academic Senate
of the University of California and similar bodies,
there is increasing awareness within faculty associa-
tions that Junior Colleges may need a more flexible
and democratic organigation for influencing policy.
‘Furthermore, it seems to have come as a surprise to
many of those caught up in the present debates on
academic senates that the principle of faculty author-

ity arrived very late on the American scene. The early -

American college and the contemporary public schools
share a common heritage in matters of authority and
control. The tradition is essentially bureaucratic and
has been influenced by both ecclesiastic and business
enterprise. It is only after the turn of the century
that faculties gained increasing responsibility and au-
thority in some colleges and universities. The prin-
ciple of collegiality has slowly developed around the
concepts of expertness and professional self-regula-
tion. In brief, it means that decisions affecting com-
plex and specialized fields of knowledge are to be
made by those qualified as a result of prescribed edu-
_ cation and experience, Organizationally this has re-
sulted in growing emphasis cn departmental author-
ity and the development of academic senates con-
cerned primarily with personnel matters and the ad-
vancement of academic freedom. .

~ Several Junior College faculties had established ef-
fective councils for investigation of issues and recom-
maending policy to their administrators and trustees
prior to recent statewide cfforts to establish aca-
-demic senates. Ii was, however, the leadership of the
Junior Colloge Faculty Association and the Ameri-
can Federation of Teachers which achieved legisla-
tive action on this matter. It was clearly the intent
of Assembly Resolution No. 48 to encuurage the estab-
lishment of scademic senstes, and within a year the
State Board of Education implemented the resolu-

. tion by adding section 131.6 to Title 5 of the Cali-

fornia Admimstratie Code. In brief, this section di-
rects governing boards of each district to establish an
academio senate or faculty council if requesied by the
faculty after it has voted by means of secret ballot.
The consequences of this mandate may be profound,
but the movement toward faculty authority has de-
veloped so rapidly that there has been little time to
examine its meaning for Junmior College objcctives.

There are, consequently, little empirical data to sup- -
- port the following observations.

It is likely that many administrators and trustees
regret a State mandate in matters involving the in-
ternal organization and management of Junior Col-
leges. On the other hand, faculty association presi-
dents, meeting at San Diego in October 1963, almost
unanimously advocated the ‘mandating of academic
senates by the State Board of Education. It is inter-
esting to note that CJCFA and AFT leaders have
consistently sought State involvement and action in
matters which traditionally have been local responsi-
bilities. This philosophy was clearly stated in a July
1964 position paper by the CJCFA. ‘‘From the point
of view of the Faculty Association most of the r;al
gains in junior college education have come through
legislation.”” Understandably, organized faculty
groups find it easier to deal with the Legislature and
the State Board of Education than they do with sixty-
six local boards wkich have shown no marked sym-
pathy toward formal faculty involvement in policy
formation. In spite of these different orientations to
college governance, there has been diversity of opin-
jon on the issue of academic senates within each
group—faculty, administrators, and trustees. Debate
on the role of Junior College teachers in policy form-
ation has been intense but remarkably mature. As a
result, in submitting his report regarding ACR 48
for consideration by the State Board of Education,
the Chief of the Bureau of Junior College Education
wag able to conclude: ‘“We have presented recom-
mendations that the vast majority of teachers, admin-
istrators, and governing boards would find workable
and acceptable realizing at the same time that they

" may not be completely acceptablé to anyone.”’

" In adopting an emergency régulation so that aca-
.demic senates or faculty councils could become fully
effective for the 1964-65 school year the State Board
of Education defined such a body as an organization
‘‘whose primary funetion is, as the representative of

‘the faculty, to make recommendations to the admin-

istration and the governing board of a school district
-with respect to academic and professional matters.’’
As has beon suggested, the establishment, composi-
tion, structure, and procedures of such organizations

are to be Aetermined by secret and democratic elec-

tion procedures. The State Board also attempted to
resolve what had become topics of intense differences
of opinion within Junior  Colleges. It decided that,
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‘ ‘Faculty’ means those ‘certificated persons who
teach full-time in a Junior College or other full-tine
certificated persons who do not perform any services
for the college that require an administrative or super-
visory credential.’”’ And secondly, although a senate
or oouncil is to present written views and recom-
mendations, to the governing board through regu-
larly cstablished channels, the faculty body ‘‘after
consuitation with the administration, may presen* its

views and recommendations directly to the govVerning

board.’’

A 1964 study of Junior College faculty associations
shows that the establishment of academic senates or
faculty councils represent their first order of busi-
ness. Actually, several senates or councils have now
been established, are functioning, and formally rec-
ognized by their college trustees. It may be to the
interest of these organizations and to Junior College
education that there is no compelling model for for-
mal faculty authority. Consequently, there should be
a great deal of experimentation as trustees, admin-
istrators, and faculty learn to share power and re-
sponsibility. It seems clear, however, that the com-
mittee structure in many Junior Colleges will be
changed with senate committees either replacing or
working tangent to the more traditional advisory
committees.

It might be well to describe the committee struc-
ture of a recently established faculty senate to illus-
trate this point and to show the inclusiveness of
faculty involvement in policy formation. (These func-
tions have been taken from the by-laws for the faculty
. senate of a northern California Junior College.)

Professional Personnel Policies Commitiee. This
committee shall develop. policy and advise the
Faculty Senate on such matters as recruiting, se-
lection, evaluation, assignment, teaching loads,
promotion, retention, tenure, sabbatical leave,
- credential requirements, and accreditation of cer-
tifled personnel. ’ :
Student Personnel Policies Committes. This
committee shall develop policy and advise the
Facul(y Senate on such matters as oonduet, disci-
pline, probation, inter and intra-college activi-
ties, scholarships, student loans, student govern-
ment, out-of-district students, bookstore, and
cafeteria.
Instruction Commiites. This committee shall
~ develop policy and advise the Faculty Senate on
such matters as ocurriculum, admissions, honors,
degree requirements, retention of students, li-
brary and audio-visual center, development and
maintenance of instructional facilities, college
goals and objectives.
Financs Committes. This committee shall de-
velop policy and adviss the Faculty Senate on
all matters pertaining to college finance.

The great experiment is underway and thers will
continue to be debate about the implications of the
new faculty role for Junior College objectives and
for the big questions about who gets educated and
how? There are those who see bleak years ahead as
faculty oligarchies become entrenched and resistant
to change. Others prediot that the ‘‘academie’’
teachers will dominate the senates and pressure local
boards and State agencies to modify the open-door
policy of California Junior Colleges. And certainly
there is fear that chronic conflicts of authority will
make it difficult for Junior Colleges to respond to the
changing needs of communities and the nation. Each
of these predictions might come to pass, of course,
but they seem to deny the essential good Jjudgment
of Junior College personnel and the tradition of co-
operation upon which this new struecture is being
built. It seems far more likely that faculty nagging
at some programs and services which are uniquely
those of the Junior College will give way to respon-
sible investigation of the needs for such programs.
What at times havo appeared to be negative positions
by some facultiss may be replaced by positive and
professional programs for doing the job that must be
done and doing it well. In summation, it seems likely
that California Junior Colleges have immeasurably
strengthened the means by which they may arrive at
intelligent decisions at a time of crisis in education.
The professional knowledge and experience of teach-

‘ers should enhance the dedication and institutional

view which characterize many Junior College admin-
istrators and trustees. The going may be tough, but
those who are concerned with the continued develop-
ment of an institution which is something other than
a reflection of univeristy education might appreciate

this new vitality at the local level rather than inter-
fere with it.

STATE DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION

Although guided, and to an increasing extent di-
rected by statute, the Junior Colleges of California
have been created, operated, and, in large part, sup-
ported locally. At the State level it has been the
Legislature’s responsibility to establish statewide
policies for the governance of the Junior Colleges
by local boards and to designate those State agen-
cies responsible for seeing that these policies are car-
ried out and for serving the local districts. The Of-
fice of the Legislative Analyst has recently summed

up this division of responsibilities.

Aside from making provisions for the appropri-
ation and proper allocation of state subven-
tions, existing logislation is confined largely to
six areas: the composition, powers and duties of
local governing boards; procedure for district
formation and organiszation; property manage-
ment; district taxation and bonding ; teacher cre-
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dentialing ; .dmi.lon; and, to a much lesser ex-

tent, the broad structure of the junior college
educational program. Other major areas such as
curricula, salaries and personnel policies, ex-
penditure control, academis and facility plan-
ning, and instructional standards have been left
to the individual district governing boards.

The accretion of statutory guidelines has become

increasingly disturbing to thove who must direct the
development and operation of Junior Colleges. As of

1964 there were at least 150 sections of the Educa-

tion Code which were concerned with Junior College
matters. They represent a strange mixture of major
policy statutes and almost trivial mandates. But even
more numerous are the rules and regulations under
Title V of the Administrative Code. Here are found
the policies of the State Board of Education which
has the responsibility of prescribing minimum stand-
ards for the formation and operation of public Jun-
ior Colleges and for exercising general supervision
over them. The Board has chosen to limit its super-

visory role except when specifically directed to do.

otherwise by statute or legislative resolution.

The bureaucratic web lLas become most unman-
ageable in the areas of policy advice and execution.
The one agency of Statc government most respon-
sible for the Junior Colleges, the State Department
of Education, has so split its administrative respon-
sibility among its own administrative hierarchy that
it is seemingly impossible for-it to adequately serve
or make coordinated policy decisions affecting the
Junior Colleges. Specifically, there are nearly twenty
bureaus or agencies of the Department which have
connection with or responsibilities for Junior Colleges.
Within this complex the Bureau of Junior College
Education has neither the status nor the staff to bring
order out of these overlapping and uncoordinated
activities. :

The full complexity of State ‘responsibilities be-
comes apparent with a comment about some of the
other agencies and commissions which concern them-
seives with Junior College matters.

The State Department of Finance has great in-
fluence since it may (1) include funds within
the Governor’s budget for both operating and
capital expenses for Junior Colleges over and
- above those required by statute; (2) work with
legislators to obtain separate legislation autlior-

ising increased financial assistance; (8) actively.
oppose any financial increases at all, and (4) re- °

main neutral regarding financial proposals.
The Coordinating Counocsl for Higher Eduoation
has the responsibility for developing plans for
" the orderly growth of public higher education,
including Junior Colleges. By its studies and rec-
‘ommendations it may influence both State and
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local policies regarding all aspects of Junior Col-
lege education. ‘

The State Department of Public Works is re-
sponsible for reviewing the architectural plans
of, and final constructional approval of, Junior
College facilities.

The Office of the Legislative Analyst has the
power to make specific recommendations regard-
ing all aspects of Junior College education, but
in particular curriculum, finances, and facilities
construction.

The California Schkolarship Commission may
have influence regarding the flow of scholarship
students to public Junior Colleges.

There is no responsible person in California who
is prepared to defend the status quo regarding State
direction and supervision of Junior College education.
It is somewhat embarrassing, however, while exam-
ining the neater, more centralized, and formally co-
ordinated systems in Florida, Arizona, or Massachu-
setts to realize that the Junior Colleges have
flourished most fully in California. There is something
of value in the loosely coordinated system which must
be identified and preserved. On the other hand it
is probably fair to conclude that California’s Junior

Colleges have thrived in spite of the complexity of

statewide activities rather than because of it. Alter-
natives are now being debated. The decisions which
must be made will have profound influence on
whether there is to be orderly development and ade-
quate support for Junior Colleges in the coming
years. In the long run, of course, the viability of
California’s diverse system of public higher educa-
tion is at stake. ‘

THE ROLE OF ASSOCIATIONS

In the absence of substantial leadership at the State
level, important roles have been played by unofficial
organizations in bringing about cooperation and co-
ordination among the increasing number of Junior
Colleges. The more influential of these organizations
are the Junior College section of the California
School Board Association, the recently formed Cali-
fornia Junior College Faculty Association, the Cali-

" fornia Teachers Association, and especially, the

California Junmior College Association (CJCA).
Over the years this latter association has become a
semi-official coordinating and policy-making body. Al-
though it could never speak authoritatively for the
Jurior College system, the CJCA—which primarily
represented Junior College administrators—was no-
tably subcessful in influencing legislation and in shar-
ing methods of solving problems. :

The growth and new status of the two-year col-
leges in recent years has greatly changed the CJCA
and modified its effectiveness as an informal coordi-
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nating .ugency. W'ith the increased militancy of faculty

Faculty Association—and the demand of trustees for
greater involvement in statewide activities, the CJCA
in 1961 underwent a major reorganisation. On paper
the. changes promise much-needed revitalisation of
the Association and the continuation of its leadership
in Junior College affairs. In reality, however, there
_is yet no precedent, no articulate plan for welding

faculty leaders, trustees, and administrators into an

effective organization. The need for such a viable
association is great if the Junior Colleges are to re-
main primarily community-centered institutions. It
seems important, therefore, to look briefly at the pres-
" ent structure of the Association.

Much of the work of the California Junior College
Association is accomplished through committees, how-
ever, the Board of Directors has great influence since
it must implement policy, act on bebalf of the Asso-
ciation, and cooperate with public and private agen-
cies concerned with Junior College education. The
1963 membership of the Board and the several com-
mittees indicates the broadening of participation in
the Association, but it also shows that it is not yet
adequately representative.

California Junior College Association
Adminis-

Body Faculty trators Trustees
Board of Directors ® . ___ 7 14 1
Committees **

Athletics — 4 i 0
Finance and Legislation_________ 1 ] 0.
Articulation - 0 .10 0
Curriculum & Xopatruction _______ 4 7 0
Guidance & Student Pers. ______ 3 9 0
"Continuing Education ._________ 0 5 0
Accreditation 0 5 0
Student Government —______.___ 0 4 0
Nominations . 0 3 0
Moral & Spiritual Values ______ 3 6 0
Nursing Education . _____ 0 ] 0.
Public Relations . ___ 2 L 0
. Real Estate Bducation _________.3 8 (1]
Voc-Technical Education ——_____- 1 7 0
Attendance & Enrollment _______ 1 7 0

.:wdwmwamhm\m )
* The lack of trustee representation may be inislead-
ing since trustees are members of the California
School Boards Association; but in light of the in.
creasing advocacy of their active involvement in
CJCA, it would appear that they should be brought
into working relationships with faculty members and
administrators. , Faculty representatives have been
brought into leadership positions ‘primarily in the
regional associations. But even if the regions are to
‘develop vigorous associations it would seem necessary
for the statewide organization to be fully representa-
tive. It should be stressed, agdin, that the CJCA is an
organisation'in transition, and it has begun to make
progress in tapping resources from all segments of
the Junior College movement. - S

groups—particularly the California Junior College

ALTERNATIVES TO THE STATUS QUO

The debate on alternatives to the present structure
of State policy direstion and supervision has been ra-
ther low keyed, and there has been persistent counsel
fromi a wide range of Junior College leaders against
premature decisions. The Senate Suboommittee on
Higher Bdueation has begun a series of hearings on
the relatiorship of the public Junior Colleges to the
State Board of Education and to the State Depart-

. ment of Bduecation. It seems important to look at:

the major alternatives which are being considered and
the support they have from various groups.

Oonsolidation of Bervioes Within the State Depart-
ment of Education. It is obvious that responsibility
for Junior College education within the Department
is widely distributed among the several divisions and
bureaus. Better coordination in departmental service
and supervision might be achieved by their consoli-
dation. Based in part on a major study for the reor-
ganization of the Department, the Superintendent
of Public Instruction has announced that such consol-
idation of services under the precent Division of
Higher Education is under way. In spite of the fact
that consolidation is long overdue, this fait accompli
may be unfortunate in view of the Stiern Committee
hearings and the recommendations which have al-
ready been made by such groups as the California
Junior College Association and the California Junior
College Faculty Association. There is serious question,
furthermore, as to the nature of this reorganization.
For example, Junior College presidents were recently
impressed when assured by the Associate Superinten-
dent that the new ‘‘Division of Higher Education
Services’’ would be primarily concerned with Junior
College matters and would have adequate staff to
serve the colleges and to provide experienced leader-
ghip in the relationships with other state organiza-
tions. At the Fresno conference of the CJCA on Oc-
tober 28, 1964, however, the Superintendent dismissed
the idea of anything other than sectional status for
Junior College activities. In light of these events it
seems appropriate to report the essential positions of
several groups regarding this alternative of Depart-
mental reorganization : }

" We believe the size and scope of junior college
activities in California public higher education
fully justify establishing in the Department a Di-
vision of Junior College Education whose chief
‘would have sabinet rank. This officer should be a
person with broad junior college experience, both
in the classroom and as an administrator. The as-

* sociation has advocated this type of organization
- for g decade or more. . . . We believe that all
-+ Department staff members whose duties relate to

~ junior colleges -should be brought together in

- this proposed division. . . . To put this sugges-
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of any junior college and the Department of Ed-
ucation should be centered in this new division.

. . . Though it is essential and most desirable that
Junior colleges should remain primarily commu-

nity-centered institutions under the ocontrol of .

local governing boards, some degree of coordina-
tion is necessary especially as regards junior col-

loge relations with the University of California,

California State Colleges, and the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education. The proposed di-
vision orgamntxon would provide experienced
leadership in the relationships with those other
organiszations.

_ President, California Junior C'ollagc Assooi-
" ation, Jnly 10, 1964

'Better coordination in departmental supervision

might be achieved by their consolidation if this
can be accomplished. It is questionable, however,
whether such action would assure better leader-
ship or simply result in some improvement in eo-
ordination within the department and continua-
tion of its essentially passive role. Because we
have been able to find little continuity or clarity
of purpose in recent budgetary requests by the
department to augment the Bureau of Junior
Cclleges, we have opposed such requests and have
recommended that the department first prepare
a plan indicating the proposed role of the depart-
ment and the board in providing more effective
services and leadership for the junior colleges.

Office of the Legislative Analyst.

July 10, 1964

Support the re-organization of the State Depart-
ment of Education to center junior college af-
fairs in one office. (Recommendation, the 1965
Legislative Program of CJCA)
Chairman, Finance and Legislative Commet-
tee, October 28, 1964

The‘Stato'Departn'xent of Education has only a
small staff devoting itself to junior college eda-

cation. It appears that the routine of junior col- -

lege business consumes the available time of the
staff and there is little time for creative thinking

and planning which will enable junior college ed-
- ucators throughout the state to do better what
they are doing well today and to develop new

programs and new goals as they become feasible,
not twenty years after. . . . We would propose
then that a separate board for junior college ed-
ucation be established, that it simply take over

the powers which the present state board now has

for junmior college edmeation, and that. it be
given funds for a somewhat enlarged staff to-en-

tioﬁ diﬂerontly, 'wc believe that all rehtion;hipc

able it to study and solve some of the problems
. not previously taken on.
President, Califormia Junior College Faoulty
Association, July 10, 1964

Estaklishment of a State Board for Junior Oollege
Bducation. There is general recognition that the
present State Board of Education has been unable to
give adequate attention to Junior College matters.
This is not due to lack of interest on the part of
board members but to the magnitude of problems

which face elementary, secondary, and Junior College

education. The legislative advocate for the CJCA
recalls a recent meeting of the Board with an agenda
of forty-one separate items. ‘‘ Junior College financing,
the only agenda item that affected the Junior Colleges,
was number forty.’’ The establishment of a State Board
of Junior College Education is being advocated as a
means of filling the void in statewide leadership which
now exists for the Junior Colleges. .

It is likely that rather fundamental differences in
beliefs about the nature of Junior College education
underlie either advocacy or rejection of this proposal
for a separate board. Those who believe that the gen-
ius of the Junior College movement in California rests
in the community college concept are cautious about
making organizational changes at the State level. It
is likely that most Junior College trustees and admin-
istrators are of this conviction and prefer to retain
at the local level responsibilities and leadership which
some would centralize in a new State agency. These

leaders . recognize that Junior Colleges must have .

a stronger voice before the Legislature, but they
would see this as best accomplished by reorganizing
the present Department of Education and by
strengthening the California Junior College Associa-
tion. On the other hand a number of faculty repre-
sentatives, and especially the leaders of the Faculty
Association, would turn more readily to State lead-
ership in dealing with Junior College problems. As
has been pointed out, they believe that most Junior
College advances havq come from State action and

~ that the welfare of teachers is best ‘assured throngh

strong State supervision.
The following issues are among those which the

CJCFA believes should be considered by a State -

Board of Junior College Education. There is no way
of knowing how many teachers would feel that their
own freedoms as well as those of local colleges might
be oompro'miud by State control in a number of these
areas.

) Proper level of ﬁnancmg at both the State and
local levels.

2. Mandatory fo;-mauon of mdependent Jnmor
Coliege Districts.

3. Establishment of quality control by some form |

. of statewide testing.
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4, lmplemonution of the academic senates in pol-
icy making structure of the Junior Colleges.

5. Importance of academic freedom to the commu-
nity.
6. Encouragement of an exchange teacher pro-

gram within the Junior Colleges and perhaps
the State Colleges.

7. Modifleation of the sabbatical leave program to
bring it more in line with other institutions of
higher eduecation. .

8. Clarification of the role of the Junior College
both with respect to secondary education and
to higher education.

9. Evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of
the present accreditation program.

10. Consideration of program for statewide tenure
at the Junior College level.

11. Increased cooperation between neighboring
Junior Colleges in providing a rich curricu-
lum. Also increased cooperation between State
Colleges and Junior Colleges to avoid waste-
ful competition.

Some interest in a separate board comes from the
fact that a number of other states have established
or are considering centralized approaches to the de-
velopment of Junior College systems. Certainly these
patterns of State organization should be studied, but
in doing so they should be appraised in light of the
educational history and needs of particular states.
The needs of Arizons, Oregon, or Massachusetts, for
example, are quite unlike those of California which
has already developed the nation’s most extensive
and distinguished program of Junior College educa-

tion. Studies of State organizations show no pat- -

terns which are particularly appropriate for Cali-
fornia with its extensive system of diversified publie
- higher education. Within this system a high level of
coordination of programs, resources, capital devel-
opment, and flow of students is called for. It may,
therefore, be necessary to have a State agency which
can strengthen the voice of the Junior Colleges be-
fore the Legislature and in matters ol articulation.
Sinee such proposals threaten to divide the Jumior
- College family, it is likely that some compromise will
be adopted.

. COreation of a Consultative Commission. One al-
ternative to continued State passivity in Junior
‘College governance on the one hand and centraliza-
tion as represented by a separate State board on the
other is the creation of a special consultative eom-
mission to advise and assist the State Board of Edu-
cation in all matters pertaining to the Junior Col-
leges, The Office of the Legislative Analyst made the
following analysis of this alternative in testimony
before a recent hearing of a Senate Subcommittee.

This would be, in effect, s separate but sub-
ordinate board made up of representatives of
the interested junior college parties. Presum-

ably the department staff concerned with jun- |

ior oollego matters would operate as the commis-
sion’s staff. Presumably, also, the board would
rely heavily, if not entirely, upon the advice and
recommendations of such a commission while
retaining formally its over-all responsibility. In
this manner a separate board would be created
in fact but without explicit recognition and
without clear accountability.

As yet there is no widespread support for such a
commission, and there is some concern that it would
add still another voice and another level of bureau-
cracy to an already confusing situation. It is possible,
however, that such a commission might be the means
of focusing the increasing diversity of positions on
Junior College matters into an acceptable plan for
long-range development.

QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED

If the issue of Junior College governance is to be
resolved wisely, answers will be needed for a number
of questions. Although hearings like those conducted
by Senator Stiern and conferences like that for
which this report has been prepared ® will help pro-
vide answers, it is essential that long-range apprais-
als of State organizational patterns be made. By
whatever method answers to the follywing questions
are arrived at, it is imperative that they be consist-
ent with the essential goal of providing education
for students not served at all or not as well served
by the other segments of higher education in Cali-
fornia.

(1) With minor reorganization is the present
_State structure adequate for providing su-
‘pervision, l(ong-range planning and represen-
tation for the Junior Colleges?

(2) What is the proper balance between district
autonomy and central authority in such mat-

ters as curriculum, admission and retention,

academic standards, personnel policies, and
the determination of current and capital ex-
penditures?

(3) Can the Junior Colleges play their full role
as a segment of California’s system of public
higher eduecation as envisaged by the Master
Plan and at the same time maintain their plu-
ralistic and loogely coordinated pattern of eon-
trol and representation?

(4) Would the strengthening of centrahzed state-

 wide administration lead to the weakening of

" the eommunity college concept and the auton-

. omy of local dmtrictsl

'. 'lus.ct!ontv

AL

i F

PR N

ik S R I TS

PSS UV POIrL LY T -



(5) Is the diversity of positions on Junior College
issues a strength or weakneas? What are the
proper limitations of centralised authority in
the managing of collegial affairs?

THE FACULTIES AND THEIR STANDARDS

California Junior Colleges have gained a substan-
tial reputation for the quality of their teaching and,
particularly in recent years, for their administrative
leadership in developing new and changing institu-
tions. Today, new roles and responsibilities are im-
minent for each group as a result of both statutes
and the changing nature of iniernal and statewide
governance. In the process of examining the factors
which influence the performance and standards of
Junior College teachers and administrators it is pos-
sible to identify a number of issues which are impor-
tant to the future development of community college
education in California.

THE TEACHING FACULTIES

Junior College teachers have many characteristics
which they share in common with those whe teach in
other institutions of higher education, but there are
factors which set them apart from their peers. Among
these latter factors are the conditions under which
they teach, their educational qualifications, and the
sources from which they come. In addition there are
laws and traditions which infiuence the status and role
of community college teachers. Among the major
sources of data for this chapter are the recent Coordi-
‘nating Council investigation of faculty opinion, the

California State College at Los Angeles’ study of new

Junior College teachers, and Edinger’s afinual reports
of newly employed Junior College teachers in Cali-
fornia.

The public schools continue to provide most teach-
ers for the two-year colleges, but decreasingly so.
However, this last comment needs qualification since
it would appear that in 1963 districts once again em-
ployed a high percentage of new teachers from sec-
ondary schools. In the early years of Junior College
education, classes were taught almost exclusively by
secondary teachers. The ratio of teachers from this

source, however, has gradually dropped until by the

five-year period ending in 1962 only about 30% of
new teachers came directly from high schools or ele-

mentary schools. On the other hand, it appears that

in 1962 over 40% of the new teachers were from
public ‘schools and in 1963 51% held secondary cre-
dentials. If this apparent change is true, it might re-
flect administrative concern about serving the major-
ity of Junior College students who do not transfer to
* four-year colleges. From where, then, do the other
faculty members come? Table 10 shows the approxi-

mate percentages from major sources as reported by -

the Coordinating Counecil. .

L

TABLE 10

institutions of Prior Appointment for California

, Junier College 1057-88 to 1961-82 -

Sowrce Peroentage
Four-year Oollege & Universities - 17%
Junior Colleges - 12
Graduate Bchools : 22
Non-academic Fields X : 16
High Schools — - 28
No reaponse/Others e

It is interesting to note the large percentage of new v

Junior College teachers who are now coming di-
rectly from graduate schools. Intensive experience
with teachers of this calibre suggest that they are and
will make a significant contribution to Junior College
education. Nevertheless, their interests are frequently
devoted more to teaching transfer students of high
ability than to teaching the more typical Junior Col-
lege student. It will be necessary, then, for colleges
to give more importance to in-service training of new
teachers. :

The Junior Colleges have increasingly attracted
teachers who have earned or are working toward grad-
uate degrees. Although the master’s degree is now
held by most teachers, the percentage holding doctor-
ates is about 10% and seems to be leveling off at that
figure. Of the approximately 860 degree holders em-
ployed in 1961-62, 161 held undergraduate degrees,
646 master’s, and 53 doctorates. The 1963 data also
suggest a decline in the pércentage of new doctorates
with only 53% of the new teachers holding this de-
gree. The question of academic rank poses a different

. status problem for Junior College teachers. Because

of the close association of the Junior Colleges with
secondary schools and the frequent over-lapping of
faculties, no professorial ranks were, until recently,
considered appropriate for the two-year colleges. The
closer identification with higher education in recent
years has resulted in more attention to the problems
faced by Junior College teachers in relating to their
peers in senior institutions. The issue of rank and its
implications for Junior College objectives has been
debated on the national scene and within local facul-
ties. At present few colleges have instituted a system
of professorial ranks, but those few who have — all

located in Southern California — report general sat-

isfaction with the change. Certainly the community
college teacher needs status consistent with his aca-
demic preparation and importance as a teacher; nev-
ertheless, there is some question as to whether profes-
sorial rank is the best way to achieve this objective.
Those who say it is not, are concerned that the uni-
versity model may be destructive to community col-
lege objectives.

Certification is still required for Junior College
teachers in California, although under certain .con-

ditions professional preparation may be deferred.
There is, as yet, no general agreement as to the prop-

er professional preparation of .these teachers, and
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this is reflocted in Table-11 which shows the certifi-
cation of new teachers in 1941-62. As is typical of a
majority of all Junior College teachers, a minority
of these new faculty members have had professional
studies which are specifically. relevant to teaching in
community colleges. Most administrators -who em-
ployed these teachers, however, said that they pre-

- ferred teachers with the Junior College credential.

TABLE 11.

Credentials Earned by New Junior College
Teachers Employed in 1981-62

Credential Number
Vocational e 82
Special Secondary - 74
General Secondary - 378
Junior College 230
Provisional - 302
Other I

Preliminary findings from the Los Angeles study of
new teachers in 1963 suggests that the model age is
between 31 and 35, and that 72% of the new teachers
are male. Fifty-five percent of them are 35 years of
age or under. This means that on the average they are
younger than Junior College teachers in general, but
the sex ratio continues the great predominance of men
over women on two-year college faculties. Socio-eco-
nomic backgrounds of faculty members are only
vaguely known, but approximately one-third of the
new teachers report their fathers’ occupation to be
“*professional or managerial’’. There is much evi-
dence, nevertheless, that Junior College teachers do
not represent the same social class background as the
students they teach. = - ‘ '

The California Junior Colleges continue to attract
experienced teachers as is appropriate for institutions
devoted exclusively to teaching. All studies of new
teachers show that the vast majority of them have
taught before coming to their new college. In 1961-62
approximately 55% of the new teachers had taught
previously for.5 years-or more. Only 13% had no for-

mer full-time teaching, although many of these had

been practice teachers in a program leading to certi-
fication. There appears to be no increase in the num-
ber of teachers who bring four-year college experience
to their Junior College assignment, nor is the num-
ber of new teachers from outside Californin increas-
ing. In 1961-62 each of these groups made up about
15% of those with previous teaching experience. Edin-

ger reported gimilar figures in 1957-68. @ .-

o TABLE 12
.. Distribution of New Faculty by Instructional Areas in
California Junlor Colleges 1967-58 to 1961-62

Area : "~ Peroent
Agricultural Science 19%
Biological Sciences : . =
Math., Phys. Sci., & Engr. . 19

. Social SBciences. : —— .16
Humanities _-.__. . L. : 20
Educational Services _. % ‘

No Reaponse

There is little information about the distribution of
total Junior College teachers among the various sub-
ject fields. However, the five-year investigation by the
Coordinating Counecil shows the following percentage
distribution among seven broad classifications.

In 1968 the distribution was similar except for the

large number of nursing instructors employed. They
made up the fourth largest teaching field with 41
new instructors. English, as usual, made up the lar.-
est . group of teachers: To date there has bzen no
general shortage of teachers for California’s Junior
Colleges, but there are several critical shortage fields.

In 1961 administrators reported that recruiting was

most difficult in the mathematics-science-engineering
cluster, nursing, electronics, and women’s physical
cducation. Except for the last field, these shortages
represent evidence of the expanding semi-professional
programs at the community colleges. ‘

The five-year study of new teachers indicates that
the vast majority of these teachers (88%) are satisfied
with their positions. All but 6% said that their job
had turned out as they had expected. This apparent
high level of satisfaction in Junior College teaching
is supported by a more intensive study of similar
faculties in the Florida system of Junior Colleges.
Perhaps a more significant finding in California is
that 83% of the sample were favorably impressed with
their experiences as they related to raajor factors in
choosing Junior College teaching in the first place.
The rank order of the top four out of ten faciors is:
(1) Duties and Responsibilities, (2) Calibre «? Asso-
ciates, (3) Educational Philosophy of Depariinent,

and (4) Salary. These data would seera to support -

expert opinion over the years that few teachers leave
the Junior Cbllege because of major dissatisfactions.
The holding power of these institutions is great, as
is their new potency in attracting potontial teachers,
Reports from graduate schools indicate increased in-
terest in teaching at community coilsges.

TEACHING 'CONDITIONS

With the growth and changing status of Junior
Colleges have come several important changes in work-
ing conditions. In a number of aspects these condi-
tions have become much more like those of other col-

legiate institutions than like those of the secondary

schools which gave birth to the Junior College. The

most important of these factors are discussed briefly

in the light of recent data.

Although salaries in higher education still remain
"below those in comparable business and professional
positions, the Junior Colleges have beén successful in
competing with other educational imstitutions. For

example, the five-year study shows the median initial

salary of Junior College teachers to be nearly identi-
cal to that for all public institutions of higher edu-
cation in California. This median salary was between
$€500 and $6900. The salary schedules of the several
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colleges thow considerable regicnal variation, and

there is much eompetition among institutions of com-

parable size and wealth to stay abreast of one another.
At present the top teaching salaries are pushing

$12,000 after 12:14 years of service, and almost all
minimum salaries exceed the.legally required mini- -
mum of $5,000. On the other hand, Junior College
. teachers say that salary increase is the most impor-

tant factor in making their colleges more satisfying
places in which to teach. Of course, it will also be a

- major factor in the ability of Junior Colleges to at-

tract competent teachers in the coming decade. The
American Association of Junior Colleges has pro-
Jected a national need of 100,000 teachers for the two-
year colleges in the decade ending in 1970. It is
likely, therefore, that salaries will continue to climb
in the foreseeable future. ‘

‘While salaries in the past decade moved quickly to

competitive levels in higher education, the hours of .

instructional and non-instructional duties of Junior
College teachers have changed more slowly from

-levels found in the secondary schools to those of col-

legiate institutions. There is, of course, variation in
the teacher loads among the three segments which is
the result of differentiation of functions. When com-
pared with Junior Colleges, the relatively low mean
loads at the State Colleges (approximateiy 12 teach-
ing hours) might be explained as a conscquence of
upper division and graduate instruction; and the
even lower teaching loads (5-8 hours) at the Univer-

- sity as a consequence of these same factors plus re-

search responsihilities of the faculties. The complexity
of the Junior College program makes such averages

-difficult to determine. However, two-third of these

colleges are using a 15-lecture-hour base for determin-
ing loads. Only the small colleges exceed this average.
From this base about haif of the colleges use a 2 to 1
ratio in weighting laboratory hours, and another half
use a ratio of 1} to 1. Furthermore, a co plex of
factors are involved in determining the loads for hours,
number of preparations, number of courses, subject
mattér taught, classroom sizé, and non-teaching re-
sponsibilities. ,

* Brief comments should be made about two of these
variables. As was the intent of the 1961 Certification
Law and the general orientation of those responsible
for teaching assignments in Junior Colleges, few
members of Junior College faculties now teach out-
side their major field of competence. Eighty-six per-
cent of new teachers report this to be so. The second
variablé of concern is class size. By and large the

Junior Colléges, by -intent and philosophy, have ac--

tually built themselves a relatively rigid pattern.
Because of convictions about small classes and close
student-teacher relationships, few of the community
collerea have facilities for large classes. As a result

average class size for lecture-type classes.remain close
- t0 30 and for laboratory elasses around 25.- Within
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these averages there are some variations due to sub-

+ jeet fields; and a féw new colleges have built lecture

halls for moderately large numbers of students. It
would appear-that there has been inadequate experi-
mentation in this matter of class sige, particularly
in view of new methods of instruction. Certainly there
is little evidence to support any dogma in this matter.

THE PROBLEM OF CERTIFICATION

The celebrated “‘Licensing of Certificated Person-
nel Law of 1961’ is now in operation. In spite of

some excessive claims for its value to education and

its disturbing attempts to define what is academic and
what is not, the new law is an improvement over pre-
vious legislation. For the Junior Colleges, however,

there is no significant change in the qualifications of

teachers employed as a result of the law. One exception
is the freedom for districts to appoint some teachers
without professional preparation in eduestion, but
there has long been the use of provisional certification.
It may also be true that more teachers are now teach-
ing in their major ficlds at some of the smaller colleges
than was true in the past.

Should certification be retained for Junior College
teachers ¥ This issue probably splits the Junior College
family into two.camps. Both administrators and
teachers give arguments on both sides of this question.
Since serious consideration was given in 1961 to the
abolishment of certification of the two-year colleges
it is likely that future sessions of the Legislature
will be asked to decide this issue. There are a num-
ber of arguments on both sides: '

For Certification .

(1) The Junior College is # teaching institution,
therefore it needs teachers with preparation
in the art and science of teaching.

(2) The Junior Colleges have students with prob-
lems of motivation, serious academic defi-
ciencies, and special needs. Disciplined knowl-
edge of these characteristics and ways of
dealing with them must supplement academic
training for teachers.

(3) The uniqueness of the Junior College is mot

~ confined to its students. Graduste academic

- preparaticn alone does not give new teachers
the understanding of commiitment essential
for faculty participation in curriculum de-
A velopment. :
. Against Certification :

(1) As collegiate institutions the Jurior Colleges

~ cannot compete for teachers with other seg-
ments of higher education if they require
additional work in professional edueation

‘ for employment. , .
- (2) Many traditional education courses are re-
ported to be of little value and are fejected
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by those who have had to take them. It would

be better, therefore, for the colleges to select -

teachers with excellent academio backgrounds
and give them in-service experiences while on
the job. : .

(3) Teaching is essentially an art and can best
be learned by teaching.

Several expex;iments are now under way in the nse
of internships for the preparation of Junior College

teachers. Both Berkeley and UCLA have such pro-.

grams—the former now in its sixth year. There¢ is
nearly full support from administrators and general
support from the teaching faculties for this type of
preparation whether or not certification is retained.

ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL

Heavy responsibilities have been carried by Junior
College administrators in recent years: the stagger-

ing number of students served; the selection, evalua- .

tion, and assistance to thousands of new teachers;
the planning, building, financing, and managing of
complex new campuses, are but a few of the areas of
their responsibilities. The structuring of college ad-
ministration, and the qualifications and preparation
of administrative leaders have changed along with the
institutions they serve. Who are these leaders, what
are their qualifications, and how do they organize
their management and leadership activities?

In spite of close cooperation and generally demo-
cratic procedures, there has developed a rather clear
and characteristic structure for Junior College admin-
istration. Selection of the chief administrator-—the
superintendent or president—remains the ‘most ,ifn-
portant task of the elected governing board. To him
are delegated the responsibilities for advising trustees
on policy and then carrying out such policy. Fur-

thermore, the president represents the college in com-

munity, civic and many professional affairs. The
chief administrator in turn, delegates specific respon-
sibilities for the aducational, service, and business
vrograms to seversi levels of administrators. The most
typical structure in contemporary Junior Colleges is
for there to be a level of deans with major responsi-
bility and authority in the three areas of the college
program. Each of these deans may have one or more
assistants. Finally, a very important sector of admin-
istrative activity is that of the departmental or divi-
sional chairmen. The relationships within this
hierarchy are indeed complex and are becoming more
so as a result of new faculty responsibilities in the

area of policy formation. Because of his essential’

leadership in this hierarchy, it seems important to
report some contemporary data about Junior College
presidents from an unpublished study done at Florida
State University. '

In California the presidents are recruited primarily
from their own or other Jumior Colleges. Of the 61
presidents studied 73.8% came from Junior College
sources, 18% from the public schools, and only 8.2%
from senior colleges. In this distribution California
is unlike the other states because it has an extensive
Junior College system from which it can draw ad-
ministrative talent. These leaders also tend to be older
than their peers across the country. The California
average age is 51 compared to a national mear of 45
for all public Junior College presidents. In reference
to highest degrees earned, the California leaders are

“better qualified than their peers nationally. There

are 60.6% of them who have doctorates, and all but
one have graduate degrees. Nationally 54.9% of
the presidents have had extensive experiences in
teaching and in second-level administration. The most
common position held prior to appointment as presi-
dent is that of dean of instruction.

In recent years approximately 50 new administra-
tors have been appointed annually in California,
and this number is expected to grow rapidly with
the expansion of present ::olleges and the building of
new ones. Since the competition for educational lead-
ership is now on a country-wide basis, it is important
to look at the national demand for Junior College
administrators. Projections in the Florida study in-
dicate that the public two-year colleges of the coun-
try will need, in the next 15 years, 943 presidents,
1086 academic deans, 803 chief student personnel
administrators, and 676 business managers. These
projections are considered modest, but they are dis-
turbing to those who are aware of the shortage of
leadership talent and the competition from other
fields. It is likely that the demand will continue to
exceed the supply and that a number of Junior Col-
leges may not have the quality of leadership needed.
California may be more fortunate than some states
because of the status of its Junior Colleges in higher
education and generally competitive salaries. In 1963
salaries of presidents of independent Junior College
districts in California ranged from $15,000 to $28,-
700; deans from $9,900 to $21,396 ; and business man-
agers from $11,150 to $21,396. Other states with gen-
erally lower salaries for college personnel than found

in California are now offering competitive salaries for

administrative leadership. In view of the demands and
shortage of talent it is likely that administrative sala-
ries will continue to increase.

The shortage of administrative talent was antici-
pated some years ago, and efforts are being made to
identify, prepare, and up-grade Junmior College
leaders. Ten university centers are now in their fifth
year of serving Junior College education under grants
from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation. California has
three such Junior College leadership programs lo-
cated at The University of California at Berkeley and
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Los Angeles, and Stanford University. Each of the
centers have about 30 doctoral students, most of whom
are considered to have the potential of becoming chief
administrators in Junior Colleges. In additicn, several
hundred practicing administrators have already been
trained by means of intensive summer workshops at
the three umniversities. It should be noted, too, that
these programs serve Junior Colleges in a number of
other ways, through such activities as conferences for
presidents, trustees, anQ other leaders in Junior Col-
lege education. This new approach to the preparation

‘of administrators is quite apart from certification

requirements and programs offered at various gradu-
ate schools to meet these requirements. Of course,
whether there should be certification at all for Junior
College administrators is being serioualy debated in
California. This debate seems to have had some effect
on the 1961 certification law. One consequence has
been the reduction in the units of professional prepa-
ration required for either a supervision or an aimin-
istrative credential. On the other hand, the new
requirements for five years of previous teaching ex-
perience have prevented the appointment of young
men and women with leadership talent as well as the
appointment of competent administrators from other
fields. The changing demands for and roles of admin-
istrators in California Junior Colleges require a re-
examination of the issues of certification and prepara-
tion. |

JUNIOR COLLEGE SERVICE PERSONNIL

Because the community colleges place great em-
phasis on guidance and service of students, the
availability and qualifications of those who fill these
positions are important to Junior College education.
It should be pointed out that some recent legislation
has complicated the efforts to give maximum service
to Junior College students. Regardless of its value,
the recent ‘‘50 Percent Law,’”’ which required dis-
tricts to appropriate no less than 50% of their cur-
rent expenditures for teaching salaries, has had nega-
tive implications for student services. Under this
legisiation, for example, counselors and librarians are
not considered part of the teaching faculty. It is
likely that certain student personnel staffs and li-
braries are understaffed because of this provision.
Furthermore, the certification law of 1961 carries
even further the special preparation needed for guid-
ance workers in Junior Colleges. The requirements
are so extensive and at times so inappropriate that
Junior Colleges find themselves unable or unwilling
to employ professionaily trained counselors. One
consequence has been an increase in the ratio of stu-
dent to counselor and the use of faculty advisors in
place of professional counselors. The situation has
now reached the point where administrators are de-
manding that the pupil personnel credential no longer
be required for Junior College courselors.

There is general concern about the role of student
personnel services in California Junior Colleges.
Their importance to the entire enterprise of the com-

prehensive community college has been well docu-

mented, but the effectivenecss of counseling, in partic-
ular, is being questioned. A number of efforts are
being made to identify the problem and seek solutions.
In California the chief student personnel administra-
tors have begun a series of professional conferences
and activities which seem to be making contributions
toward the improvement of counseling and other serv-
ices. Furthermore, the American Association of Jun-
ior Colleges, with support from the Carnegie Foun-
dation, has under way a major investigation of the
purposes of student personnel services, their effective-
ness, and recommended changes. In general, it seems
important for all who ..re concerned with Junior Col-
lege education to be sensitive tu the importance of
these services to community colleges as they become
more closely associated with highs» education.

THE PROBLEM OF STANDARDS

With the exception of three new Junior Colleges
now in operation all Junior Colleges have been visited
by accreditation teams and accredited under provi-
sicus of the Western Association of Schools and Col-
leges. Accreditation of Junior Colleges in California
began in 1953, following a long period of negotiations
and discussions shout its values to Junior College ed-
ucation. Under agreements reached in 1952 with the
Western College Association, all Junior Colleges in
California at that time were automatically accredited.
There was the provision, however, that in the subse-
quent five-year period, each college would apply for
a continuation of accreditativn, and would bhe visited
and evaluated. In 1962 the Western College Associa-
tion was reorganized and is now known as the West-
ern Association of Schools and Colleges. In its reor-
ganization the Association retained the commission
system first established for accrediting Californis
Junior Colleges. The Commission presently consists of
five persons appointed by the California Junior Col-
lege Association; two appointed by the Accrediting
Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities, and
one person appointed by the State Department of Ed-
ucation. The standards and criteria for accreditation
are established by the Commission, and they are in-
tended to encourage self-examination by the colleges
and evaluation of the colleges in light of their own
objectives. Each Junior'College is examined each five
years by a team which includes representatives from
the Junior Colleges, senior colleges, and the State De-
partment of Education. Membership of the team is
spread widely among Junior College personnel on the
premise that participation in the evaluation is valu-
able for visitors aL well as those visited. Studies by
Johnson and others indicate that accreditation has
been of value in the improvement of Junior College
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instruction and operation, and it has also had an im-
portant role in the community and professional
image of California Juniocr Colleges.

Under provisions of tke California Adminisiretive
Code (Section 181 (e)) the Junior Colleges must have
standards of scholarship for the ocontinuance of stu.
dents in college and for graduation. Minimum stan.
dards require that a studert who failed to ;ohieve a
15 e point average (C—) at the end of any se-
mmgr:d.h.pno be placed on probation. Bven prior “o
such regulations many Junior Colleges had estab-

‘lished equal or higher scholarship requirements. A

1962-63 study of probation by the Bureau of Junior
College Education is summarised in Table 13.

TABLE 13
Probation Standards of California Junior Celleges
Numbder of % of Grede Peint Average or
Colleges Totel Less for Predation
p 2.7% 1.49 or less
. . S 00 18
E 5.5 16
9 120 178
. + S, 35.0 20
1 e 18 2 times total units mines 10
or less
4 .. 5.8 2 times total units minus 6
or leas

Almost all colleges require students who are not
high school graduates to be placed on probation at
time of entry. Furthermore, students from other ool-
leges whose transcripts show a grade point average be-
low the entering college s grade point average for pro-
batior are placed on probation at the entering col-
lege even though they were not on probation at their
previous college. Most colleges require that students
on probation who fall below the college’s standards,
while on probation a semester, must remain out of
school one semester. When they return, they are dis-
missed if they fall below standards set by the col-

lege.

There is grave need for intensive studies of stu-
dents who withdraw from Californis Junior Colleges.
Little is known about the factors which contribute to
heavy mortality or what happens. to students after
dropping out. A recent Bureau study gives the fol-
lowinyg information:

A total of 34 oolleges reported data for the total
number of atudents who withdrew because of 1)
grade point average (G.P.A.) deficiency and (2)
other reasons. The number of full-time students
in this group of colleges was 81,571. The number
of students withdrawing because of G.P.A. defl-
ciency was 11,130 (14%) and for other reasons
26,069 (32%).

The complexity of the problem of determining ap-
propriate standards and some of the myths associated
with this task have been discussed earlier. The Junior
Colleges have had particular problems in setting
standards because of diverse programs which serve
students of different abilities and interests. At their
best the Junior Colleges have struggled to maintain
the open door of opportunity while at the same time
to preserve the standards of specific programs and
courses — and of its certificates and degrees. Some
colleges have faltered, perhaps, in this difcult job by
confusing Junior College standards with those of the
senior institutions. It is likely, however, that the gen-
eral concern for standards and the temperate use of
probation and dismissal systems will, in the long run,
give substance to the open door concept. In brief,
this concept means the right of young and mature
adults to have access to post-high school education
which is appropriate to their wide range of goals but
which has standards requirine commensurate abilities
and effort. The success or failure of Junior College
leaders in solving this equation will determine who
will be educated in Californis t~yc.d the secondary
schools. -

The foregoing has surveyed in broad terms the status of California Junior Colleges today. The survey
discloses the many strengths of the California program and the highly successful record made o date. How-
ever, also disclosed by this survey are a number of probisms and issues of concern to those most interested in
the future of Californis higher education and the role played by the Junior Colleges. The following sections
examine more closely certain of the snbjects noted in this section: Junior College district organizational rela-
tionships, the problem of governanee, and, in Section III, the finance of Junior College programs.
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SECTION 1l

SEPARATION OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGES FROM THE SECONDARY
SCHOOL SYSTEM AND THE FUTURE GOVERNANCE
OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGES '

Separation of the Junior Colleges from secondary
sochool aystems involves two distinet but related is-
sues: (1) the governancs of the local Junior College
district, and (2) the development of higher education
in Junior Colleges. As separition oocurs, a third issue,
the future governance of Junior Colleges by the State
of California becomes increasingly prominent. None
of these issues are new, but all have come to the fore
with the evolving maturity of the California Junior
Colleges.

SEPARATION FROM SECONDARY

SCHOOLS

A movement as dynamie, as indigenous, as strong,
and as firmly rooted as the Junior College is not likely
to be drastically affected, except over a period of
time, by organizational changes which in many
respects have been in the making for years. The pat-
tern of growth or development is a familiar one:
post-high school courses added to the high school cur-
rienlum, often in the same building and with the
same instructors; then separation into a Junior Col-
lege department or college; next, separation from the
high school district into a separate Junior College
district, sometimes completely independent of the
high school or unified district, at other times associ-
ated by a common board and common central admin-
istration. Beginning in 1938 the term ‘‘junior’’ was
dropped from the names of the institutions until to-
day less than seven still retain it.

GOVERNANCE OF LOCAL DISTRICTS

Organisationally, Junior Colleges can be grouped
into four categories acoording to the nature of
governing districts: high aschool, unified, Junior
College sharing common board and central adminis-
tration with the unified, and Junior College with
separate board. The majority of districts are now
separated from the secondary schools. All new dis-
tricts must, by law, be organized as independent

Junior College

is likely, joins Bakerafield, Lassen
willthcnbetheonlylnnior College remaining op-
erated by a high school dirtrict. The twelve Junior

now goverued by a common board
with the nniﬂeddhtriehmlociulundidttu for
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separation. Separating the seven unified districts may
arouss more resistance among administrators. Even
among the seven, the majority seem ready for the sep-
aration and would offer little opposition from either
administrators or instructors. Not more than three
would seriously resist the separation. The trend at the
local level is definitely toward separation of the Jun-
ior College districts from the high school and unified
districts. As was stated in a ‘‘Draft of Position State-
ment on Junior College Role’’ by a committee of the
California Junior College Amsociation, the Junior
College ‘‘has reached a point where it is clearly
higher education, with only vestigial remains of its
secondary legacy.’’

Since by law Junior Colleges are institutions of
higher education and since new Junior College dis-
tricts musi. be organized under separate boards, no
useful purpose will be served to enumerate all the
causes that bave led to the separation at the local
i.vel. However, it must be pointed out that a small
minority of administrators are still opposed to separa-
tion. One of the few statements against separation
was made in 1960 by Dr. George E. Dotson, then
Amsistant Superintendent (Secondary) of the Long
Beach Unified District and President of the Long
Beach City College. Among the advantages he listed
for unified school districts were better articuiation
with the high schools and superior services derived
from use of the greater resources of a unified distriet,
such as teacher recruitment, in-service training of
staff, curriculum development, health service, purchas-
ing, school building and site planning, and others.
Similar sentiments have been expressed by administra-
tors of the San Francisco and San Diego Junior Col-
leges. One of the administrators volunteered the in-
formation that a principal reason faculty members
in his district favor separation is to obtain a separate
salary schedule. The administrators also agreed that
Junior College instructors should be paid higher
salaries than elementary or secondary instructors.

Any change, such as formal separation on a state-
wide basis, will cause concern because of the uncer-
tainty of its effects on the present system. Dissatis-
faction with ocertain -spects or relationships of the
present syztem of locally-controlled Junior Colleges
with an overlay of State control does not necessarily
mean that all critics are anxious to advocate the cre-
ation of a State board for Junior College education
or similar agency.
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Representatives of faculty organisations are work-
ing for ssparation at the local level. For support they
point to a Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation study which reported that ‘‘the faculty of the
Junior Colleges recommend that separate Junior Col-
lege districts would make the Junior Colleges more
attractive to present faculty members.”’? Legislation
has been suggested to accomplish separation of Jun-
jor Colleges from the high school and unified districts
and legislators are being asked to support them. The
California Junior College Faculty Awociation and the
Junicr College members of the American Federation
of Teachers are- espousing the separation.

Separation from the secondary school at the local
level is proceeding smoothly because no major or
fundamental changes are required in patterns of dis-
triet organization, in the principles of financial sup-
port, or in the practices. Often all that is involved in
the changeover is the election of a new board, selection
of some new personnel, and the equitable alloca’ion
of assets and liabilities. Predictions are hasardous but
it is safe to guess that within the next five years only
a handful of districts will remain attached to unified
districts snd none to a high schoo). This will be
aocomplished voluntarily on the local level in some

. districts and perhaps by legislative mandate in others,

particularly in the Jumior College districts which
share common boards and central administrations
with the unified.

Junior College administrators are, most of the time,
consciously bringing about separation from the sec-
ondary school by emphasis on their higher education
status, by their requests to the Legislature for treat-
ment different from that accorded the secondary
school, by their search for a spokesman comparable
to those of the other segments of higher education,
and by their adoption of higher education practices
in nearly every phase of their activities. Rarely, ex-
cept in finances, do they favor a secondary education
over a higher education practice.

Reluctance to separate from the secondary school
seems to be based more on organisational and financial
considerations than on educational reasons. If the
trend toward higher education status is far advanced,
if it is taking place in Junior Colleges under all forms
of district organization, and if Junior College edu-
cators are not trying to halt or reverse the trend, then
the fear that separation from the secondary school
will drastically change the character of the Junior
College has no basis. Dangers, of course, are present
wader any form of organisation; however, there is
110 reason to believe that under a State system, Junior
College educators will act differently than at present,
or, as one Junior College administrator stated it, “‘s0
4 m:%% m o Dorbist e, B1067 (Bacraments

August 1963 ), D. 36.
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unprofessionally as to destroy tﬁe Junior College as
an institution.”’

THE DAVELOPMINT OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN JUNIOR COLLIGES

The effect of separation of the Junior College from
the secondary school will, in most instances, be sup-
portive of the direction toward higher education.
This trend is fully documented in the organizational
development of the districts and in the adoption of
higher education practices in the colleges. The Dona-
hoe Higher Education Act gave the Junior Colleges
legal status as institutions of higher eduecation. The
upwarc, mobility which has been characteristic of
American education is not likely to be absent in the
J«nior College. Though the community, the faculty,
tiie administration may not always be in accord on
particular issues, on this they are in agreement: all
want higher education status for the Junior College.

Separation at the local level has been accompa-
nied by the shedding of secondary practices and the
adoption of higher education practices. Although
this process has not always been met with universal
approval, it has been inexorable. Not only does it in-
clude dropping ‘‘junior’’ from the institutional
names, changing principals and vice-principals into
presidents and deans, and teachers into instructors
and professors, but class schedules, grading prac-
tices, record keeping, and a myriad of other activities
adopted from the four-year colleges. The widespread
establishment of academic senates is the most recent
example of the trend toward higher education status.
Before the Legislature and the State Board of Edu-
cation made them mandatory if faculties desired them,
academic senates were being formed in Junior Col-
leges. The legislation and the action of the State
Board is an illustration of the kind of acceleration
that may happen if separation at the State level were
effected. Academic senates in one form or another
would have come without State action but at a slower
pace. The trend shows no sign of abating. By their
actions, by their practices, by their attitudes, the
personnel in the Junior Colleges reveal distinctly that
they are part of higher educat.on. They would refute
any intimation that they are secondary in any re-
spects, except in method of State support.

PROSBLEMS EVOLVING FROM SEPARATING JUNIOR
COLLEGES FROM SICONDARY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Separating Junior Colleges from secondary school
systems leads to increasing concern about what should
oceur in four areas: (1) credentials, (2) recruitment
of faculty, (8) vocational education, and (4) the
‘‘open door policy.”’ The effect of separation from
the secondary school on credentials and recruitment
may be widely acoepted for the anticipated benefits
of these changes. No such acceptance will be given

for the possible changes in the open door policy and
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in the development of vocational programs. In
these areas administrators have much to do to con-
vince the faculty to maintain the traditicasl inter-
pretations. Some rationale or .internal organisation

‘must be developed to reconcile higher education sta-

tus with acceptance of students with Jow-aptitude
remedial needs, and vocational education programs
not of a technical or semi-professional level.
Oredentials. Many administrators are dissstisfied
with the credential system. The recent chonges in
State regulations while strengthening some aspects of
certification have, on the other hand, introduced diffi-
culties. In the first place a good deal of clerical and
administrative time must be expended in the prep-
aration and processing of reports whenever individ-
uals are assigned to teach in their minor instead of
their major fields. Second, colleges with small en-
rollments are finding staffing extremely difficult be-
cause of the restrictions placed on the holders of
credentials. Third, assignment of instructors to fields
closely related to their majors and minors is extremely
difficult to accomplizsh. Fourth, the Superintendent of
Public Instructioa indicated at the fall 1964 meeting
of the California Junior College Association that the
volame of spplications for credentials is so great
that the Siate Department of Education is having
extreme difficulty processing them. Aside from these
specific objections, many administrators favor the
elimianation of any credential system because it is a
hindrance in competing for instructors with colleges
which do not require credentials and in attracting
vocational instructors from business and industry.
The present credential regulations were intended to
rectify an alleged abuse which permitted instructors
to teach subjects not their graduate or undergradu-
ate majors. How wide-spread this abuse was among
Junior Colleges was not adequately explored or inves-
tigated. A study, conducted by Michigan State Uni-
versity in cooperation with the American Association
of Junior Colleges revealed that 66.3% or 1,847 of the
respondents replied that ‘‘Subject taught agrees with
major (Master’s or Doctor’s degree) and that another
22.6% or 630 replied that ‘‘Subject taught agrees with
undergraduate (Bachelor’s degree).’’ This compares
with 69% senior college faculty replying in another
study ‘‘Teaching only in major fleld’’ and 17%
‘‘Teaching major and at least one other field.’”’ In the
Junior College study 9% replied that ‘‘Subject taught
does not agree with graduate or undergraduate ma-
jor”’, while in the other study 12 responded *‘not
teaching in major’’. A comparison of these two studies
indicates that the record of Junior Colleges was sat-
isfactory.?
* Hugo I, Stehr, John X. Jamrich, and Karl T. Heretord, Prodiems

ariad Ro%t amrich, " Harford and
Burton D. Problems o‘ New Facullty Membors in
College ond U , 1961, studies were published
by l&:hun State University. In the Community Colleges

study €1 California colleges

Notwithstanding these considerations consensus
among administrators does not exist on this issue. An
informal poll of approximately sixty administrators
aitending a meeting of the Committee on Finance and
Legislation of the California Junior College Associa-
tion resulted in a 40% vote against seeking legislation
to eliminate credentials.3*

Some administrators have expressed concern that
the elimination of credentials would lead to the
spoils system, nepotism, or other abuses in the em-
ployment of instructors. Board mcinbers and admin-
istrators in amall districts are considered vulnerable
to this pressure, especially where local pride is so
strong it forces the employment of local applicants re-
gardless of their qualifications; although abuses of
this and other kinds have not been unknown in large
districts as well. A minor irritant which would dis-
appear with the elimination of the credential relates
to administrators. Elimination would make possible a
more realistic approach to the selection of administra-
tors in general and give vocational instructors admin-
istrative opportunities they do not now have because
administrative credentials are based upon academic
teaching credentials. For example, vocational instrue-
tors cannot qualify for a pupil personnel eredential
without an academic master’s degree. Another possi-
ble benefit, recruitment from outside the state would
be facilitated.

Faculty organizations now are suspicious of efforts
to eliminate the credential. They favor the credential
system because it is a partial form of job protection
and it prevents administrators from assigning them to
teach subjects not in their major fields. The Califor-
nia Junior College Faculty Association opposed an at-
tempt to modify the present credential law. However,
if a State system were adopted there would be less
opposition to changes or elimiration of the present
regulations.

The elimination of the credential is not likely to
lead to abuses. The past record indicates that assign-
ments have been made in accordance with the instruc-
tors’ majors. This has been true in the states without,
as well as those with credentials systems. Moreover,
the accreditation process will act as a safeguard since
this is one area a visiting team looks into on its quin-
quennisl visits. Another safeguard against indiserimi-
nate assignments will be the newly-formed academic
senates in the institutions.

If other safeguards are needed, educators suggest
that minimum standards for employment, including a
master’s degree for the academic and an associate’s
degree for the vocational, be established; that large
districts operating several colleges might introduce a
form of civil service examinaiion system, and that in-
ternships now conducted on an experimental basis be
expanded cooperatively between the Junmior Colleges

8 CJCA, Minutes, Beptember 35, 1964,
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and univeraities. It is reasonable to predict that if the
separation of the Junior Colleges from the second-
ary schools were to take effect at the State level, the
present credential system would be eliminated. It
would be illogical to impose upon one member of a
tripartite system of higher education a regquirement
not imposed upon the others.

Recruitment, Not all administrators agree that
separation at either the local or State level is more
econducive to recruitment than association of Junior
Colleges with unified districts. A amall minority eon-
tends that separation at the local level results in a
gerious set-back in teacher recruitment from the dis-
trict high schools because instructors lose benefits in
salary, accumulated sick leave, tenure status and

other perquisites if they move to a Junior College .

in an independent distriet. The supply of experienced
and outstanding instructors from the high school is
likewise sharply curtailed, they claim, as a result of
separation.

The great majority of administrators and faculty
believe that recruitment of instructors would be im-
proved with the separation from the secondary sys-
tem. Besides attracting more instructors from a
wider geographical souroce, separation would enable
the Junior Colleges to compste on a more favorable
basis with four-year colleges. University graduates
who have a stronger interest in teaching than in re-

search would find Junior Colleges on a State system °

more appealing than at present.

A reverse process might also develop. Mobility from
Junior Colleges to four-year campuses might be fa-
cilitated. While this might seem a disadvantage, actu-
ally it might increase the attractiveness of the Junior
College to younger applicants. Mobility in both di-
rections would have beneficial results for both sys-
tems.

Administrators also believe that Junior Colleges in
independent districts have a wider geographical
source of candidates than those attached to high

school or unified districts because they are not bound
by local policies to select or give preference to high
gehool teachers who, failing to get eppointments in
the Junior College, tend to be disgrantled and antag-
onistic toward the Junior College.

If separation at the State level were in effect it

“would be possible to establizh State policies which
wonld enable instructors to move within the system
without the loas of benefits mentioned by the pro-
ponents of the unified district organisation. This
would not increase the number of insiructors but the
existenoe of this possibility might be an added attrac-
tion to prospective instructors.

Retention of faculty would also improve. Present
fculty members believe that association with a uni-
fied district attaches the stigma of & “glorified high
school”’ to the institution and that one of the factors

42

that ‘‘leads colleagues away to other institutions . . .
[is] the desire to leave a Junior College organized
with other levels of public schools.”’¢* Faculty mem-
bers believe that re-organizing, Junior Colleges that
are in the structure of unified school districts would
make them ‘‘more attractive to present faculty mem-
bers.’’ 8

If separation were coupled with the elimination of
the ecredential, recruitment from non-educational
sources would be facilitated. ‘‘Second careers in edu-
cation’’ would appear more attractive to men and
women' in business, industry, and government, in-
cluding the military.

Vocational Bducation. Under the present arrange-
ments not much difference exists in the educational
programs of Junior Colleges operating under the high
school, unified, or Junior College district pattern. A
wide variety of vocational programs may be found
ia most colleges regardless of district organization.
More important than district organization in deter-
mining the pattern and breadth of vocational pro-
grams is location, student enrollment, financial re-
sources, and attitudes of personnel. Sometimes the
first three may be operating at the same time as is
true with some Junior Colleges located in sparsely
settled areas, with low enrollments and limited finan-
cial resources. Sometimes, financial resources are ade-
quate, as at Coalinga and Taft, but low student en-
rollments make it difficult to support a wide variety
of programs. Attitudes of personnel have great influ-
ence on the development of vocational programs, as
will be pointed out later.

Probably the most restrictive condition affecting
vocational education is size of the Jumior College.
Among the problems discussed at a ¢“‘ Conference of
Small Junior Colleges’’ sponsored by the Bureau
of Junior College Education on February 29, 1964,
was the ‘“‘limited (expensive) offerings due to small
enrollments (particularly in vocational . . . courses).”’
The corferees recognized the need to offer the newer
technical-vocational programs but they could not do
so because ‘‘most of them are too expensive.’’ The
point in all of this is the commitment of these admin-
istrators to vocational education. So strong is this
commitment that they are trying to surmount some
of their difficulties by renting machines for business
education classes and by participating in area plan-
ning so that students may take specialized vocational
courses at one college and basic studies at the ‘‘home”’
Junior College.® ,

There is no question concerning the commitment
of governing boards, administrators, and faculty to
the role of Junior Colleges in this area. Despite dis-
agreement coneerning the kinds of vocational pro-
SCCHD, Feculty Opinion Toward Selery . . ., No. 1007, p. 39.

S Ibid., p. 3.

, 0
s Bureau of J.C. Bduc., “Report of Conference . . .”, Release No. ]
14, May 6, 1964. o 3
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grams which are suitable for Junior Colleges, the
soope of vocaticual education includes programs of
the trade and apprentice type such as bricklaying,
carpentry, toolmaking, auto body repair, printing,
and a host of others as well as technical and semi-
professional. '

A strong incentive for continuing development of
vocational education has been, and will continue to
be, the various forms of federal aid for instruction,
facilities, and subsidies to students. Junior Colleges
are cooperating wholeheartedly in the Manpower De-

‘velopment and Training Program and are eager to

participate in the various federal assistance acts re-
cently passed and funded. This will remove one of
the impediments to vocational education—high cost
—and may help persuade students through subsidies
to give serious consideration to vocational rather than
transfer programs. .

The aforementioned general statements must be
modified by another perspective. Although, as one
expert in vocational education remarked, ‘‘there is
nothing magical in tl2 organizational status that pre-
determines the extent and character of vocational
educational -offerings’’, nevertheless, individuals at-
tach connotations to names and symbols which have
great influence in shaping their ideas ir this area as
in others. Seme (the number is difficult to determine)
Junior College board members, administrators, and
faculty want to exclude from the curriculum all but
a few of the more respectable, high-level vocational
programs. In general they do not want any programs
that do not carry bona fide college credits. Henry J.
Tyler, Executive Secretary of the California Junior
College Association wrote that the law making the
Junior College part of higher education has ‘‘been
distorted by some to imply that . . . they should give
up all [programs] except the transfer programs.’’
He also quoted President Wendell Black of Harbev
College who warned his faculty against the reason-
ing that because ‘‘‘now we are higher education . . .
we must get rid of programs that are not typically
college level.’’ 7 Separating the Junior Colleges from
the secondary schools would give encouragemeént to
those who advocate ‘‘upgrading’’ the vocational pro-
grams and leaving the rest to adult, trade or area
vocational schools.

Educators in the other post-high school institutions
will welcome the opportunity to take over these pro-
grams.. For some time adult education administrators
have been engaged in a jurisdictional conflict with
college administrators over alleged usurpation of cer-
tain vocational and other functions. Federal aid is
giving them opportunities to increase their activities
in voeational education and since they are not now
concerned with higher education status they are offer-

" ing vocational programs considered by some educators

] Junior Role in California Bduoa-
T Mearch 33, 1943, Saimeo. Higher Hduce

inappropriate for an institution of higher education.
A possibility exists that in Berkeley, San Francisco,
Los Angeles and other urban centers, area vocational
schools may be established independently of the Junior
College. This development may influence the kind of
vocational programs Junior Colleges in these areas
will offer. T

With separation at the State level this process
might be accelerated. If adult or area vocational
schools should organize extensive programs of voca-
tional education, pressure would s~on develop to re-
strict all Junior Colleges to the ‘‘higher’’ semi-profes-
gional and technical programs. Plausible argaments
could be developed to justify this in the interests

" of economy and conservation of resources. In fact,

such pressure exists at present but it is diffused be-
cause each local board determines the level of voca-
tional program that is suitable for its Junior College.

Rationally, there is merit in the point of view that
the Junior College should restrict itself to a certain
segment of vocational education, just as there is agree-
ment that certain educational programs are most suit-
able for high schools, others for Junior Colleges, athers
for adult schools, and so on. No one would argue that
Junior Colleges should offer courses in professional
education or in medicine.

Yet, sometimes it scems as if Junior College edu-
cators make claims that all vocational fields below the
professional should be offered in the Junior Colleges.
This is patently impossible. Some selection must be
made. It should be made on some basis similar to that
used for deciding which programs are the province
of the State Colleges and which of the University.
Some of the criteria might include custom, tradition,
availability of resources, degree of sophistication or
difficulty, maturity required in students, jeb require-
ments, and others. Overlapping will exist here as it
does in the transfer and general education pro-
grams, but the wide disparity might disappear.

Separation from the secondary school may lead to
evaluation of Junior College vocational programs
with the objective of determining which programs
should be included and which excluded. Just as the
Coordinating Council has questioned the inclusion of
certain education courses in the Junior College cur-
riculum, so may it or the State agency for Junior
Colleges some day raise questions eorcerning & par-
ticular voecational course or curriculum. More spe-
cifle criteria for vocational courses could very likely
result from these questions. This need not produce
the ill effects feared by those who are trying to pre-
serve the vocational education function of the Junior
Colleges. It could strengthen the vocational programs.

" In conclusion, if the Junior Colleges follow the up-
ward mobility which marked other institutions of
higher education, the separation from the secondary
school may hasten the prczess of upgrading the vo-
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cational offerings in Junior Colleges. This does not
mean their elimination ; it may mean concentration in
certain vocational fields selected on the basis of cri-
teria established by a State agency.

The Open Do.2 Policy. Historically, the doors of
California Junior Colleges have been open to all whe

could present evidence that they could profit from at- .

tendance. High school graduation or reaching matu-
rity in other ways acceptable to a Junior College are
the traditional requirements for admission. The effect
of the separation of Junior Colleges from the sec-

~ondary school may inpinge with great force upon the

open door policy. The open door is under serious at-
tack by many members of the instructional staff in
the Junior Colleges. Concern is deep-seated and has

its basis in the apparently deteriorating scholastic
qualifications of students.

Whenever a group of faculty members are polled
on their sentiments, many express their feelings in
clear and unequivocal language. One instructor
wrote: ‘‘If a student with glaring scholastic weak-
nesses wishes to enroll, state forcefully in writing and
give statistical evidence that for Lim to enroll is to
court failure. Send him names of schools and classes
in his area where his lack of basic skill can be reme-
died.”” A circular of the American Federation of
Teachers in Los Angeles posed three questions which
are indicative of widespread concern among maay in
the Junior Colleges. These questions are significant
enough to warrant quoiing them .in full ;

Admission policies: Are the best interests of
society and of the individual served by admit-
ting nearly all applicants, as at present, and let-
ting them discover the hard way that they are
incapable of doing college work? Or could a
great waste of student time and tax money be
prevented by refusing admission to those whose
test scores indicate thet they cannot do any of
the work offered at present, including remedial
work? If the latter alternative is accepted, can

this result be accomplished by a change in the
state law? 8 Lo :

Many instructors, and to a lesser extent, adminis-
trators, are having difficulty Justifying the inclusion
of low-level remedial courses in an institution of
higher education. ' '

The increasing interest of the Coordinating Coun-
cil, Legislature, and the State Board of Education
in tighter standards for probation and dismissal af-
fect the open door policy. Some faculty members and
administrators interpret the emphasis on criteria for
graded classes and scholarship standards as sugges-
tions for not adhering too closely to the open door
policy. As a result of this pressure, little effort is
made by some instructors and administrators to de-

S “A B T"er Thou " Bulletin of thy Amerioan Federation of
Toachere fo el R B

4

termine what can be done for the low-ability stu.
dent. Instead, the attitude is widely prevalent that
nothing can or should be done; if these students can-
not do ‘‘college’’ work they should be disqualified at
the earliest opportunity. The open’ door has been face-
tiously dubbed the ‘‘revolving’’ door or cynically, the
‘“open door to the lobby.”

Others who are sympathetic to the open door raise
questions econcerning the degree of adherence to the
policy by administrators and faculty. At a confer-
ence of student personnel officers in January 1964, at
least three of -the speakers charged that by omission
or commission, or both, the open door is a myth. ‘‘For
far too many of the low-ability students the open
door leads to a blind alley.’’®

If these conditions exist now, they may become
more so if a separation from the secondary school
takes place, especially when the trend already is di-
rected ‘‘toward making the standards governing pro-
batior and disqualification more rigorous and toward

insuring somewhat comprehensive standards uniform

throughout the junior college system.’’ 10 If more rig-
orous standards are instituted, the goal of universal
educational opportunity for at least two years of col-
lege education open to any high school graduate may
receive a serious set-back in Ca.ifornia. It is improb-
able that there will be a more faithful adherence to
the open door policy if, at the same time that more
rigorous standards are being advocated, the Junior
Colleges become part of a coordinated system of
higher education with a. State board or similar

- agency.

Separation from the secondary school ‘may — prob-
ably will — be accompanied by more and larger fees.
Non-resident tuition and optional fees for health and
parking are the beginning of a process that will be-
come a part of Junior College practices. The Coordi-
nating Council is likely to continue raising questions
concerning this as the Junior Colleges become more
closely affiliated with higher eduecation. The Califor-
nia Junior College Association has gone on record
against compulsory fees but it has advocated the pas-
sage of legislation permitting local boards to author-
ize student body fees. Once fees are authorized for
one activity the tendency will be for others to be
authorized. : ' ' a

The possibility exists that the open door will be

retained in fact as in theory; but under conditions

in which students considered incapable of doing col-
lege work would be placed in an extension divition,
in a division of improvement, or in a separate buiid-
ing. A suggestion has been made that in multi.col-

" 9 A, Robert De Hart, ed. Implementing the Opén Door. Proceed-

tetor, °°“'°“s'l‘i°1"‘1’5«5”‘%&&‘6‘&:@5?&2" Py
tra ors, January » . , @ *
by HErnest Berg, Oakland City Co George Ebey,
t°“?'::§'tis'1" mteo_fim Dale 'rm?ry. Uﬁﬁ’emty of Cali-
- erxkeliey. - . .
= Meme, 16, Junlor Collogs Proidents and others from Alges
KITMAN, POCIR. ommi -on oenaan -

rollment Studies, October 2, 1964. !
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lege districts one of the campuses be designed for
these students. Someé such plans are reported to be in
effect at Delta College, Michigan, where a Dean of
Improvement is vesponsible for remedial work and in
Pensacola College, Florida, where the non-technical
vocational courses are housed in a building across the
street from the regular campus. A concomitant of this
suggestion is to offer low-aptitude students and those
in short-term trade programs only ungraded, non-
credit courses,

GOVERNANCE OF JUNIOR COLLEGES
AT THE STATE LEVEL

OTHER STATES

Given the premise that many states will continue
to operate their two-year institutions under some type
of local control, there arises an important question
concerning the best means of state coordination of
Junior Colleges. This is a complex question which in-
quires into the degree of responsibility the state
should assume and also into the most appropriate
type of state agency for -coordination and service.
The most dominant pattern found in more than 20
states is for the state agency that is responsible for

the public school system to be responsible, also at the .

state level, for local junior and community colleges.
This is the situation in many of the mid-western
states and in Washington, Texas, and North Carolina.
A few states with local Junior Colleges, including
_Arizona and Wyoming, have separate state boards
for the creation of Junior Colleges. In a few other
states the responsibility is either solely in the hands
of or shared with a state board for higher education.
Examples of this situation are found in Iowa, New
Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Ohic, and Rhode
Island. In other states the situation is difficult to de-
fine because of the fact that the state agency involved
is either a quasi-legal body or is one which plays an
intermediate. role. This is particularly true in Flor-
ida, New York, and Michigan.

" In several states public Junior Colleges are com-

pletely under the control of the state. Here there are
~ two possibilities: (1) two-year colleges are directly

under some overall state agency with no local connee-
tions other than some type of advisory board, and (2)
two-year colleges are part of a university system and
thus operate as extension centers. Examples of the
first category exist in Oklahoma, Georgia, Massachu-
setts, and Minnesota. Martorana found that only

about 5% of the public two-year colleges fall in this

category. However, one hears increasing discussion
about this pattern as a possibility, particularly in
states where tax monies are so limited as to discour-
age the creation of local Junior College districts. Only
last year Minnesota enacted legislation providing for
this type of organization for its community colleges.

One of the arguments used in advancing the legisla-
tion was that in the'twin-cities area-as well -as in
other regions of the state, where Junior Colleges were
50 badly needed, the local communities were unable
to levy additional taxes and thus Junior Colleges ‘
were likely not to be established, if left to local in-
itiative. Since the Minnesota legislation was passed,
a new state agency for community colleges has been
set up and plans are moving ahead for the establish-
ment of new two-year institutions. The former local
junior colleges have been brought into the State plan.
- Examples of the university extemsion center are
found in Wisconsin, Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Virginia, and Kentucky. Martorana found that about
one-fourth of the public Junior Colleges fall into this
category.

CALIFORNIA

In the last analysis, however, California must ap-
proach its problems from the point of view of its own
philosophical orientation, the general state pattern of
education of which it is a part, and the resources at
its command. The experience of other states can be
suggestive, but it should not dictate the directions for
California. What, then, are the questions about gover-
nance that are particularly significant for Califor-
nia? It is assumed that California Junior Colleges will
remain for an indefinite period under some type of
local board. The type of board is pretty much an aca-
demic question, since 54 of the 64 districts are now in-
dependent ones and 41 of these have separate govern-
ing boards. Given this assumption, the major question

. becomes that of the mosi appropriate agency for car-

rying the State’s responsibility for Junior Colleges,
together with the duties and services which should be
the province of the staff of such an agency. As ex-
pressed -previously, the three possibilities are the
State Board of Education, in conjunction with the
State Department of Education; & -separate State
board fcr Junior Colleges; or a quasi-legal or special
advisory agency to the State Board of Education.

At ‘the recent Fresno meeting, President Robert

Swenson of the California Junior Colleges Associa- 3

tion raised certain questions about state patternms.

- They were divided into three categories, as follows:

(1.) Organization and control. What type of state
" board might be created? How would it affect
the authority of existing local boards? Would
a separate administrative agency be created?
Would increasing state regulation necessarily
follow? Would more control mean more stan-
dardization — personnel practices, salaries,
ete.? How would these changes affect the char-
acter of the community college? : :
(2.) Finance. Would a change in structure alter
the present state financing plan? Might this
threaten the constitutional guarantees provid-
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stitutions of hxgher education ? 1
most apt to preserve the principl pf tuition-
free education? - '

(8.) Curriculum and mstmctlon Would m xe cen-
tralized control and planning contribute “ a)
better articulation with semior institutions,
b) coordinated planning for vocational-techni
cal programs, ¢) more uniform standards, or
how would broader based planning affect re-
sponsiveness to -community needs? Would
stronger centralized authority tend to stereo-

\

tvpe the curricular patterns and discourage-

local experimentation ¢

The questions tend to hinge on what would happen
if a separate State board were to be created. Thus,
they cannot be answered categorically since the pow-
ers and responsibilities of such a board would have
to be spelled out by the Legislature. Presumably, the
representatives of the Junmior Colleges would exert

some leadership in shaping any proposed legislation
for a separate bog:d. -

But before assuming the need for a separate board
some guidelines or basic principles may be helpful in
evaluating various alternatives. Dr. Leland Medsker
has developed certain assumptions and criteria whxch
are presented here.

Assumption 1. Basic to a discussion of control *
a consideration of values. Educational - mstltutlons
like other organizations, are rationally struetured

and goal~d1rected Perhaps the most important set of -

values is what Selznick calls ‘‘the evolving character
of the organization as a whole.’’ 1* This implies the ne-
cessity for desirable and realistic goals and the ques-
tion thus becomes one of how organizations are to be
goverited so as to co-ordinate their human and ma-
terial resources in the realization of these goals and
in the fulfillment of the institution’s character. Types
of colleges as well as individual institutions must
have goals which they constantly seek to achieve in
the evolvement of institutional character.

A possible criterion: The control paitccn must be
such as to recognize an institution as an entity with
a character which it must achieve throu.gn the pursuit
of goals. In other words, each institution is a person-
ality which like a human being has—or should have

—hopes and ambitions. to be fulfilled and which if -
not fulfilled will wither and leave the imstitution .

sterile. This would seem- particularly applicable to an

avowed purposes r.nd objectives. Whatever the control,

the entlty and dxgmty of the mstltntlon must be pre-'

served. .

d——

1 Philip Selmlck. Leadenlup m Admmumuon (Now York:
AN RO'- t.l'lon co.. 1'51). Q
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agency such as.the community college with its many

Assumption 2. Despite the close relationship be-
" tween financial support and control there are philo-
sophical and pragmatic reasons why the two elements
should be considered.separately as well as jointly in
the planning of an educational institution. Admittedly,
the importance of adequate financial support and
also of financial control . . . cannot be underesti-
mated nor can the examples of how financial control
affects the college program be minimized. There would
appear to be a danger, however, in assuming that the
control pattern has to parallel the financial patfern

ort and Reusser have touched on this point in their
b k on Public School Finance. They expand the idea
thab, although public education has been generally
conceded to be a function of the state, the develop-
ment of\local school systems has resulted in education
being nelther a total state nor a total local responsi-
bility. The authors then say that this dualism makes
unrealistic the theory that he who pays the piper
plays the tune. They go on to state, ‘‘The support
system must be built up on terms of the problems of
taxation, both the economic and the practlcal and the
control system shoild be built np in terms of what
in the long run proﬁﬁees the best results in the edu-
cational enterprise and\ in the satisfaction of the
citizens.’’ 12

A criterion: The legal entlty which really directs
the community college need not necessarily procure
all or even most of its tax money from within itself.

within the framework of all higheN education and if
major state funds are used in the
colleges, the stewardship of these fundb with proper

The planning of community c“olleg}e{;hould be done

reporting procedures, can be vested iri ‘control bodies

which may be more effective than the state as a con-
trol agency. Note that this principle does not say
that support and control 2ave to be vested in separate
bodies—tiey simply may be.

Assumption 3. There is a relationship between.

the effectiveness of control and the closeness of the

controlling agency to be controlled. In their work

Public Administration, the Dimocks make a distine-
tion between. two concepts of control—executive or
administrative control and democratic control. They

state that the democratic principle requires that the:

exercise of control over policy or action be placed by
law as close to the people as can be done feasibly, all
other principles taken into aceount.18

-4 criterion: The controlling body of a community

. coflege should be as close as possible to the people

gerved by the college. This would argue for local

control over a state system. It would also suggest that,

when feasible, the majority of the people ‘served by

a ‘college should .have the right to partlclpate in the

seleetlon of the govermng board Tlns in turn would

"P Mort l.nd W. c Reulser. Pubuo Sohoot Finance (New York:
mpany, Ing, 1 8.

McGraw: D 4
B, B, Dlmock uud G 0 ooﬁ Pubuo }dmmmraﬁon (New
; York Rlnohnrt a.nd Co., Inoc,, 953). P8
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impiy that the boundaries of the college entity should
correspond elosely to the area from which the college
draws most of its students. .

Assumption 4. A governing board of any educa-
tional institution bears a heavy and time-consuming
responsibility. This is particularly true in the case of
the community college with its diversity of purposes
and programs. The following statement appears in a
document prepared by the Middle States Association
on suggestlons for faculties, trustees, and others in-
terested in improving or establishing two-year insti-

‘tutions. ‘‘Good trustees undertake their office with a

sense of responsibility and a readiness to take enough
time to study and understand educational problems

~ and practices and to become acquainted with their

own institution in more than a superficial way. Lack
of time, failure to take enough time for the work, is
often the reason when a trustee proves inadequate,’’ 14
Presumably, this statement was aimed at individual
trustees but it applies as well to governing boards ‘a8
a whole.

A criterion: Governing agencies of commumty col-
leges must not have so many additional responsibili-

' ties that the time and energy available for the

direction of the community college is beyond the
realm of probability.

Asgumption b. Those in whom is vested the con-
trol of a community college must believe in this type
of institution. Referring again to the Middle States
document, ‘‘Good trustees believe in the institutions
they control. They are its disinterested and impartial
governors and at the same time its loyal interpreters
and aggressive supporters.”’ Frequently the boards

‘which govern community colleges are those which have

responsrbrhty for other type. of educational institu-
tions. This, of coursé, does not necessurily preclude
their belief and interest in the community college but
it at least raises the question of whether there may
exist. a lack of understanding, sympathy, or even a
partial conflict of interest. Sometimes it seems very
logical for one board to have jurisdiction over two
or more agencies, but this may deprive an institution
of what Selznick calls *‘institutional mtegnty " He
has said: ‘“The fallacy of combining agencles on the
basis of logical association of functions is a character-
istic result of the failure to take account of institu-

'tlonal integrity. 115 At least tlns is a warning.

A criterion: The controllmg agency of a community
college should be one which can have no conflict of
interests between the commumty college and any

other institution for which it is responsible. Its dedi-
. ‘cation to the unique eharaotenetres of the commumty

ollege ‘must be unquestioned. .
Almmlmon 8, Since education is to some extent
a state responsiblhty, there must be close coordm&tron

o ,._ﬂ.nmtor c'oueau aad Oommmmy douonu. ocnmemt No. 4. oo.

Miadle 8“?9'58 Association of C’olle:el an sooondury School-.
3 0p. O‘f, ’- 6 B e

“ to chaos .’

of community colleges with all other segments of

education. These colleges cannot operate in & vacuum.
Such coordination does not, however, necessarily take
the form of detailed control. For example, in those
states where community colleges are under the juris-
diction of local boards, the coordination at the state
level must insure the proper functioning of these in-
stitutions in view of the state’s educational needs and
resources, but there must be a fine line between coor-
dination and control. Mort and Reusser had a word
on this too when they said: ‘‘Most legislative action

should be structured in nature. It should be con-

cerned with setting up a framework within which

the local administrative bodies can operatc effec-

tively.’’ 1 When to draw the fine line or how to set up
the frazucwork for coordination and yet preserve loeal

autonomy, is a matter in need of further discussion.

A criterion: Any state plan for community colleges
sk 4ld be just that—a state plan. Each institution
should have its own individuality and, if under a
local board, should be autonomous, subject to mini-
mum standards imposed and enforced by the State.

“ An appropriate state agency should coordinate com-

munity colleges with high schools and other coileges.
Even state-controlled community colleges and exten-
sion centers are not exempt from the need for coor-
dination with other segments of education. The
state agency should set policy and assist in operating
within the framework of such policy, with the expee-
tation that their effectiveness will be evaluated.

Four generalized applications to the California sit-
uation of the above may be stated as follows:

1. There should, and undoubtedly will, be increas-
- ing coordination and planning at the State level
for Junior Colleges in California.
This trend is apparent throughout the country,
not only in so far as Junior Colleges are con-
~cerned but for all public higher education. Only
recently, Logan Wilson, President of the Ameri-
can Council on Education and an advocate of
institutional autonomy, wrote :

' Liocal demands must be balanced against wider
needs, and short-range pressures against long
range objectives .". . . Too much insistence on
outmoded forms o£ soverelgnty can lead only

. . .”We have no option, therefore,
but to adapt ourselves and our orgamzatlons

* 'to changing circumstarces.1?

~ The question is, of course, how much coordma-
tion. and how. But with the soon-to-be 100
‘Junior Colleges (more or less) ;. with increasing

- State aid; and with the necessity that the total

© Juddor College program be closely meshed with
T the State’ total needs the pressure for State

”Op c‘t,p. 46,

A Logan Wilson, “Form and Function in American H her Edu-
catlon.” EJuootional Record. Summer 1964, pp. 801, 807.
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concern about the Junior College program will
increase. If the Junior Colleges do uot take the
initiative on the matter of how best to bring
this about, someone else will.

2. Just as there can be a balance between State aid
and local control, so should it be possible to have
local support with some State control.

3. Whatever the type and nature of the State
agency, it should not destroy the integrity and
personality of the local institution.

4. The State agency must have sufficient interest in
and time to devote to Jurior College matters 8o
that the welfare of these institutions is para-
mount. The services which the staff of such an
agency renders to indiidual institutions end for
the system ure as important as the coordination
function.

There appears to be no absolute criteria for deter-
mining the most logical medium for governance of
California Junior Colleges at the State level. Prac
tices in other states can be reported, but there needs
to be an examination of just how effective the pattern
in each state is and what problems it poses. The Cen-
ter for the Study of Higher Education at Berkeley
has received a foundation grant which will make such
an anelysis possible. Even then, however, the problem
in each state has to evolve in terms of what plan
seems most logical under the circumstances.

On July 10, 1964, the President of the California
Junior College Association, Dr. Rcbert E. Swen-
son, requested the Senate Subcommittee of Higher
Education to await the results of studies now under-
way by various agencies ‘‘before preparing any legis-
lation which would significantly change the governing
of Junior Colleges at the State level.”’

Notwithstanding this plea for delay, President
Swenson and Dr. John N. Given, Legislative Adve-
cate of the California Junior Coilege Association, felt
that ‘‘some degree of coherence and coordination is
necessary, especially as regards junior college rela-
tions with the University of Cslifornia, the California
State Colleges, and the Coordinatinug Council for
Higher Educatior.’’ These ‘‘. . . need attention in
order that lines of communication and areas of re-
sponsibility may be more clearly defined.’”’ In neither
Dr. Given’s nor Pres'dent Swenson’s testimony was
mention made of the problems connected with com-
munication and coordination among the Junior Coi-
leges.18 ’

President Swenson suggested as an alternate to the
State board the establishment of a ‘‘Division of Ju-
nior College Education whose chief would have cabi-
net rank.’’ Ir. this Division ‘“all Dcpartment staff
members whose duties relate tc jumor colleges would
be brought together.’”’ If c&ected, this proposal would

s Taumon&/ Before Benate Suboommittes on Higher Hduoation,
July 10, 1964. .
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accomplish at the Department of Education level,
complete separation from the secondary school by
bringing together the eighteen or more segments of
the Department related to Junior Colleges in one way
or another.

The proposal leaves unanswered the outcome of
widespread facuity and administrator advocacy of
separation of Junior Colleges still attached to high
school and unified districts either by organixztional
pattern or by coramon boards and central administra-
tions. The omission of any reference to this prob-
lem by Fresident Swenson is understandable since
the Association he represents contains members who
believe there ave advantages to the present system.
The Committee on Finance and Legislation at its
October 1, 1964, meeting ‘‘took no position with re-
gard to legislation mandating separate boards for all
districts.”’ This difference of position on separation
at the local and at the State level is not inconsistent.
I. is possible to have a separate Division in the De-
partment of Education and permit some Junior Col-
leges to continue association wit: the unitied District.

Junior College administrators sense some denger in
complete separation at the State level. They fear
some loss of local control and the possibility that a
strong State governing body might become more
restrictive than is true under present rractices. Re-
ports of dis. flection of State College facvlties with
“‘centralized’’ control may have influrnced some Jun-
jor College educators to re-evaluate their advocacy
of a State board. Also influential in bringing about a
change in thinking has been conferen-es with leaders
of the Arizona Junior College administrators who
have warned their California colleagucs that all is
not well with a state-controlled system. Ferhaps Cali-
fornia administrators are discovering that ‘‘tyranny’’
is possible under any system and that the present
State Board’s preoccupation with the larger eleraen-
tary and secondary systems gives them a freedom that
will be lost with a governing board devoting full at-
tention to Junior College activities. Despite this they
favor legislation to repeal the secondary education
definition of Junior Colleges.

Faculty associations have been more corsistent in
their attitude toward the separation at the State and
at the local level. At its November 1963 meeting the
State Faculty Council of the California Junior Col-
lege Faculty Association approved a resolution sup-
porting in principle the establishment of a separate
State board for Junior Colleges.}® This is consistent
withk the position of the Faculty Association and also
that of the American Federation of Teachers.

What Junior College educators seem to desire most
is a spokesman with the backing of an independent
board and with the stature of his counterparts in
the other systems of Ligher education. As one Junior

L CICFA, Bulletin, January 1964.
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College president sees it, ‘‘The years ahead demand
& clear cut distinction to allow the Junior College
to keep in tune with the other segments of higher
education.’’

The existence of the Coordinating Council for
Higher Education should allay the fears of those
opposed to separation. It is authorized to ‘‘Interpret
the functional differentiation among the segments [of
higher education] . . . and to make recommendations
for changes, if needed, in the functions and educa-
tional programs of the three public segments.”’ It
‘‘is responsible for the study of all aspects of public
higher education requiring coordination.’’ In fulfill-
ing these responsibilities, the Coordinating Council
can be relied on to give the same consideration to
the proper development of the Junior Colleges as it
gives to that of the other segments. Qccasions when
the educational program of the Junior Colleges will
be restricted as not proper functions will be strength-
ened by limitations placed on the other segments.
Certainly, no doubt exists that the Council is pressing
the State College and University systems to put into
effect plans for accomplishing the diversion of stu-
dents to the Junior Colleges.

Aside from this it is evident that the work of the
Council is having an influence in creating for Junior
Colleges the concept of a State system of higher edu-
cation since its deliberations and recommendations
include Junior Colleges along with the State College
and University systems. The Council’s minutes and
reports cover the range of edncational issues in public
higher education. Whether the subject is ‘‘level of
support’’, ‘‘tuition principles’’, ‘‘probation-dismissal
standards”’, ‘‘diversion of students’’, or ‘‘need and
source of faculty’’, the possible effects on Junior Col-

leges as one of the three systems of public higher
education always receives attention.

Although the Council is not an action body, never-
tholess, the Junior Colleges are affected by its recom-
mendations to the State Board of Education or to
the Legislature. Junior Colleges often act on the rec-
ommendations without waiting for official actions. For
example, a report on continuing education caused
Junior Colleges to re-orient emphasis on those courses
in art, music, mathematics and foreign languages that
appeared to be professional education in nature.
Likewise, study of probation-dismissal policies is caus-
ing Junior Colleges to re-examine these policies. Many
are anticipating a change in the direction of stricter
application.

Given the premise that theru will be more coordi-
nation, not less, it behooves all concerned to come to
an agreement on a workable plan. What are the
needs in California, both from the point of view of
individual Junior College districts and of the State
as a whole, for services and coordination at the State
level? Is it logical to expect that the State Board
of Education and the Department of Education can
fulfill these needs? If not, would it be better to estab-
lis.. a completely separate board and staff or to take
an intermediate step with an advisory board and its
special staff ¥ Regardless of what agency is designated,
what should be its powers and responsibilities and
its relationship to local districts? In answering some
of these questions is it not possible for the Junior
Colleges with the help of the Coordinating Council
in cooperation with appropriate State officials, to
agree on three or four possibilities with suggested
powers, duties, and relationships outlined in a way
that they can be assessed? '
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SECTION i
THE FINANCE OF CALIFORNIA JUNIOR COLLEGES

SUPPORT FOR JUNIOR COLLEGE
OPERATIONAL EXPENDITURES®

RECOMMENDID LEVEL OF SUPPORT
IN THE MASTER PLAN

The Master Plan for Higher Education stated the
following in respect to State support of current op-
erating expenditures of the Junior Colleges:

In view of the added local financial obliga-
tions, for both current expenses and capital out-
lay, which will result from the Master Plan Sur-
vey recommendations designed to divert to the
junior colleges some 0,000 lower division stu-
dents from the 1975 estimates for the state col-
leges and the University of California, and the
attendant savings to the state resulting there-
from, the following action is taken:

Procedures and methods be devised and
adopted by the Legislature that will increase the
proportion of total curreat support paid to the
Junior Colleges from the State School Fund
(augmented for this purpose) from the approxi-
mately 30 percent now in effect to approximately
45 percent, to be achieved not later than 1975.2

The Master Plan recommendation that the State
provide 45% cf the operating expenditures of Junior
Colleges by 1975 has been supported in principle by
the Coordinating Council for the past several years.
On December 17, 1963, the Council stated:

That the Coordinating Council for Higher Ed-
ucation advise the Governor and Legislature that
in its considered judgment substantially in-
creased financial support from the State of Cal-
ifornia to the public Junior Colleges is essential
to the future success of the Master Plan and the
quality and scope of higher education in the
State of California and can not longer be de-
layed.

Further, the Council’s Budget Report to the Leg-
islature, 1964 contains the following comment:

Consistent with the Master Plan for Higher

Education and the intent of the recommenda-

tions of the State Board of Education, State

support to the Junior Colleges in 1964-65 should

be increased to 35% of the total current expense

The Master Plan recommendation that State sup-
port of the operating expenditures of Junior Colleges
be increased from the 30% estimated in 1960 to 45%
by 1965, could have been accomplished by an in-
crease of one percent for each year during the 15-
year period.

Table 14 shows the trend in State support for
Junior College operations since 1954-55, and com-
pares this trend since 1960 with the level of sup-
port recommended in the Master Plan. It must be
noted that at the time of Master Plan adoption in
1959, it was impossible to determine the exact per-
centage of State support for Junior College oper-
ating expc .ditures. Unified and union high school dis-
tricts maintaining Junior Colleges did not report
separate expenditures for Junior College operations,
estimates made were based on data available from
separate Junior College districts. Since 1961, how-
ever, data have been available for all Junior Collegc..,
and as shown in Table 14, the relationship of these
data to data for separate Junior College districts
indicate that State support of the operational ex-
penditures of all Junior Colleges in 1959 did equal
approximately the 30% estimated in the Master Plan,

Table 14 shows a cocusistent decline in the per-
centage of State support to Junior Colleges in sep-
arate districts from 1954-55 through 1962-63, drop-
ping from 37.45% to 24.02%. After adoption of the
Master Plan the percentage of State support for all
Junior Colleges declined from the estimated 30% in
1959-60 to 27.25% in 1962-63 — at which time, ac-
cording to Master Plan recommendations, the per-
centage should have been 33%. However, in 1963-64
there was a marked increase in the percentage of
Junior College current expenditures supported by
Ste e funds — an increase to almost 30%, a percent-
age still below the 34% required to keep pace with_
Master Plan recommendations.

PROJECTING THE CURRENT EXPENSE FOR EDUCA-
TION AND THE STATE SUPPORT REQUIRED BY
MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

In Table 15 the current expense of education in
California’s public Junior Colleges Las been pro-
jected through 1975-76 on the basis of three different
annual rates of increase in the current expense of
education per unit of average daily attendance. A 2%

CRETAR . e 2

FrEeTN—

of education. This will require the inclusion of
approximately $16 million additional in the Gov-
ernor’s Budget for 1964-65.

31 This material {s taken in part from a paper preparsd by Dr.
Henry Tylex.
8 Maater Plan, p. 13.
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rate has been used as a minimum, a 4% rate as 8 max-
imum and a 3% rate as a median — the median rate
closely approximating that experienced by Junior
Colleges in separate districts during the period 1954- i
55 to date. It should be noted that the projected |
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TABLE 14
Current Expense of Education, Appertionment Frem the State 8ekool Fund, and Apportionment from the State Sohool Fund

as a Pereent of the Current Expense of Edusation Beth Actual and as Recommended by the Master Plan

e Vs

(1934 through 1084)
S -
Currest sxpane lake mppert State support as & pereeat of owrreat sxpense
-
All All Master
Fioeal yoor onier e Gitriots | junior seiage smmwls-bmm funior e ite | Junior el distrivie|  resoumeotaton
088, ....ccaeeeeenn... N/A $10,008,047 - 37.48 .
! 8s.....aeeaeee.e b ggﬁ }g:w’ - :ggg -

T A 43,403,508 N/A 12970,183 - 29.90 -

8-8....a . 50,300,947 N/A 14,100,960 ae 28.16 -

0. ........... 50.387.9¢7 N/A 15,150,583 - ¥.M 230.00 30.00

[ o ) P, 84,755,840 16,336,208 -e 28.23 . 31.00

e maE | oanfhe | b | omdw | RS p 2

T 1&7:(&7 1321141307 2,633,904 4,343,188 25.98 2.% 34.00
ISOURCE: Aanual Repert of Finanslal Transastions Concarning Seheol Disiriets of Califernia, State Controller, fasa) years 1054-83 through 1063-83. From Buresu of School Apportionments,

Departmeat of Edusation for 1963-84.

S0URCE: Buress of Seboc’ Apportisnments, Department of Educatios. .

WOURCE: A dshusohool!\nd.dewiulhbwmtboohhnhuﬁmdwnmmmduﬁﬁonmndmunwhd

in s Report of Fisaacial
o Dstimated.

average daily attendance — and therefore the pro-
jected cost — refiect the planned diversion of poten-
tial lower division students from the University of
California and the California State Colleges until the
ratio of lower division to upper division enrollment
reaches 40-60 in the two four-year segments in 1975.

At the minimum rate of increase the current ex-
-pense of education will increase from $141.1 million
in 1963-64 to $414.5 million in 1975-76 — an in-
crease of almost 294%—while at the maximum rate
the increase will b> to $522.7 million — an increase
of 370%. The median- increase to $466 million repre-

- sents a percentage increase of 330%.

The State and local share of each of the three
projected current expenditures of education for each
of the years from 1964-65 through 1975-76 is shown
in Table 16. In 1964-65 the State share determined
by the foundation program now in effect, will be
approximately $53.2 million, which will again in-

" crease the State’s perc~utage of support over that

for the previous year. "his percentage of suppe:
will range from 30.88% to 30.29% depending upon the
projected current expense of education used. Begin-
ning in 1965-66 the State’s share is based upon the
percentage required each year if the State share is
to reach 45% of the expenditure by 19756 as recom-
mended in the Master Plan. The data show that if
the State is to assume a 45% share of the expendi-
ture in 1975-76 the State allocation will have to in-
crease almost 400% over that for 1964-65. At the same
time, however, the local share will increase only
slightly over 200%. | .

The average property tax rate that would be re- -

quired each year to fund each of the projected cur-
rent expenditures for education is shown in Table 17,
shown in tzrms of cents per $100 of assessed valua-
tion. (It should be remembered that the eurrent ‘ex-

penditure includes costs for .diverted students and

that the assumption is made that by 1970 all terri-
tory of tae state will be included in a Junior Col-
lege district.) Up to 1970 the percentage of state-
wide assessed valuation in districts maintaining Jun-
ior Colleges will increase the current 81.1% at a rate
of 2.8% annually.

Table 17 shows that in distriets operating Junior
Colleges the average tax rate required to fund the
local share of the current expense of education each
year will increase through 1964-65 and then decrease
up to 1975-76 as the State assumes (at an increase
of 19 each year) 45% of the current expenses of edu-
cation by that time, and as a greater percentage

of the assessed valuation of the State is contained

in districts operating junior colleges. On a statewide
basis the average tax rate remains relatively con-
stant over the ten-year period.

THE CURRENT SUPPORT PROGRAM

The currer:t program through which the State and
local Junior College districts jointly support the Jun-
ior Colleges provides that: (1) each district be as-
sured a mipimum amount of State support; (2) each
district make a reasonable effort to support its college
through a local tax levy and (3) each district re-
ceive from the State whatever additional sum is neec-
essary to bring the total support to a level presumed
necessary to operate a reasonable adequate program.
This basicly simple program has accumulated
through the years complicating characteristics. These
complexities have become so confusing to the con-
cerned citizen or legislator — and even to many
Junior College educators — 'that they often give up
attempting .either to understand or improve the sup-
port program. These complexities have also made it
‘extremely difficult to describe the curremt support
program without confusing the reader with too much

. detail. It is hoped that the explanation which fol-
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lows avoids this difficulty and provides only that
detail required for understanding. .

State Support. State financial support for Junior
College current operations is authorired under pro-
visions of the State Constitution and is provided
through a foundation programp established by statute.
Through the foundation program each district is as-
stred of a certain amount of State support called
‘‘basic aid,’”’ and some districts may, under certain
conditions, receive additional State support called
‘‘equalization aid’’.

Basio aid is received by a district for units of stu-
dent attendance, called ‘‘average daily attendance
(a.da.) 3, at & rate of $125 for each unit. The amount
received is based on the attendance of all students.

Equalizsation aid, if received by a district, is also
based upon units of average daily attendance but is
provided only for the a.d.a. of certain categories of

*One unit of a.d.a. is equivalent to one student in attondanco 16
class hours each week during the year. (If all 15 class hours
are in non-laboratory courses, such a ltudont is considered
to be a full-time oqulvalont (F.T.B.). If a part of the 16
hours are in laboratory cou such a etudent is

ocounted as less than a F.T.E. student.

! TABLE 18
Actual and Projected Current Expenditures of Education for Public Junior Colleges—1861-62 to 1975-76
— -
Cument expeass of education per aud.a. current expense based upou &
w m oumnt expoun per ad.a.
Current Projectedt
Average daily attendance expense
(in thoussinls) of 3 ptmnt 8 parcent 4 percent
education 2 poreent 3 peroent 4 perosnt increase increase
(actual) inorease increase increids ’Cc!.a\l (Col. 3 X (Col. 3 X
Actual Projected® | (in millions) Actual per year per year per year Col. 6) Col. 7) Cot. 8
Fiscal year

) (t)) ) () () ©) ) ® () (10) an
1061-03............... 202 $113. 8 $558.36
1003-68............... 2108 . 128.3 581.83
}Mm """"""""" ue 204 ui1 673.95 $885.13 $500.56 $506.60 $173.3 $173.9 $175.0
1068-08....ccvccccae-. a8 $06.83 008.58 0620.48 201.9 208.9 209.9
1908-87....cccaececane- 300 008.76 030.84 048.28 2.7 281.4 238.3
1087-68. . e 301 620.94 648.64 671.00 242.8 283.4 202.4
1068-00.. ccccucenaae.. 403 033.38 063.00 007.93 258.3 208.1 281.3
1000-70. . cceeeeceecean 423 046.03 084.98 725.88 273.3 280.7 307.0
1970-7 450 658.98 708.80 754.88 200.4 817.3 339.56
11 7 o ¢ S —— 476 672.13 736.67 785.08 320.0 345.9 373.7
1078-78. c ccae e ceaaee] 503 085.587 748.47 816.48 343.8 375.4 409.5
1973-14.cccaauea..... 18 000.28 770.93 849.14 3601.9 390.0 430.4
1974-78. ........ . 713.28 794.08 883.00 388.0 431.9 479.8
1976-76. . .ccceeeaae-.. 570 727.53 817.87 017.34 414.8 466.0 823.7

® SOURCE: Stato Departrent of Finance. The estimates reflect the planned diversion of pohnm Tower Jivision atudents at the University of California and the California State College until

the ratio of lower divisiou snrollment to upper division enroliment reaches 40%: 60% in

tThos%nulthotmwlyexmneedbynmulummdwmmthopciodlowwdsh.mz%md4%umm.pplwdummmummdmmmummmhm

TABLE 18

Actual and Projected State and Local Sharee of the Current Expenditure of Education
for Publie Junior Colleges, 1961-62 to 1975-76

Current expense of education State share Local share
Based upon a projected in-
mﬁ' m:{n.d.a. Project
(n )] Actual (in millions) Actual (in millions)
ol | Basnd | B o B | At B | B o Bard 0| Arount i oo | Bued o | B
in it | 8 peroen oon N n ¢ont | 4 perce
Fiscal year mil‘iou) incresne | increase hp:m miliimc) Percent | Perosnt® | inorease | increase | inorease | mil o ) | Percent | Peroent | increase in‘::an incroase
1901-03....... $113.6 $30.9 7.4 $81.6 73.51
1903-88....... 125.3 4.1 27.28 91.0 73.7
1063-04....... 141.1 ] - 41.3 20.% 9.8 70.72
1904-88.. ...} $173.3 | $173.9 | $175.6 Xt $53.2 $33.2 $83.3 Xt $110.0 | $120.7 | $122.4
1965-98. . ..... . 201.9 205.9 200.9 36 72.7 74.1 78.6 04 120.3 131.8 134.3
1006-47....... .7 1.4 238.3 37 83.1 8.6 88.1 63 141.6 145.8 1560.0
1987-08. ...... 243.8 252.4 2.4 38 03.3 95.9 9.7 63 150.5 156.5 | = 1602.7
1908-00....... 385.3 208.1 2%1.3 t '] 9.6 104.8 300.7 61 168.7 163.5 171.6
1980-70... ..... 213.3 .7 307.0 40 100.3 115.9 123.8 60 164.0 173.8 184.3
1970-71....... 206.4 317.3 0.8 41 121.8 130.1 139.3 59 174.9 187.3 200.3
1071-73. . ... 320.0 8.9 373.7 42 134.4 145.3 187.0 58 185.6 200.6 216.8
1973-78....... uss 378.41 400.5 43 147.8 161.4 176. 57 106.0 214.0 233.4
10734 ...... M1.9 0.0 4130.4 “ 150.3 176.8 103.4 56 203.7 223.4 248.1
1076-T8. ... . 8.0 421.9 470.8 45 174.6 104. 215.9 58 213.4 237.6 203.9
N ...... 414.86| ¢08.0] 522.7 % 180.8 . 235.3 8 218.0| 3250.3| 2878
* Siate piresnitags inereased ench 00 53 to reash 407, (a8 recommended in Master Plan) by 1074-78.
tTe dﬂm&ﬂr-‘(lwApuﬂ(u-tMﬁo ’tinl based upon the $600 Foundation Program and the 1063-04 a.d.a., would be $44.4
mumuwuum‘-ﬂ.mu and this ls multiplied by the a.d.a. ﬁ;mz%thmhdsqum in 1934-65 = $58.2 millico. This would
30.907 suppert towards the 2%, inoreass 1n eont, 30.58% teward the 3% inereass in cost and 30. 9% the 4% increass i
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TABLE 17

Average Property Tax Rate Required to Fund Lesa! Share of Actual and Prejested Current Expense of Edueation
Californla Publie Junior Colleges 1081-88 to 1975-76

2 WG ey

R S A S S _ - ]
AW
Disteiols®
Losal share of eurrent expense of eduention opanstiag Tax rete required o fund loeal share$
s
Peront Amount (millions) college Statowide! | In disiriet operating & junior cellege Siatewide
Fiseal yoar Adtual Actual Astual Actual Astual Astual
191-8.......... 7.5 1.6 X | 1.8 u.% 8.
1005-88..........]| T.78 9.6 aﬂ‘.l ‘33.8 “.M‘ 21.:‘
1963-8.......... 70.73 9.3 8.4 35.0 38.18 2.4
N,
Projested Projested Projested
Projeoted Low! Medium?® Hight Projecied | Projested Lowt Modium?® High? Low! Modium? Hight
1004-88.......... X 119.0 130.7 133.4 .8 R ] . 97.03 31, 0. 31.13 31.87
1068-04.......... 04 .lﬂ.t 'm.s .lM.S “I:.S ‘R.O u.w u.n‘ 37.%‘ 30.%‘ 3!.“‘ a.oa‘
1060-47.......... o3 141.6 145.8 150.0 40.5 4.3 .00 36.00 37.03 31.28 32.21 33.1¢
1087-M8.......... 62 150.5 158.5 163.7 “.oe 43.6 3.3 u.n 38.24 30.94 8.7 0.4
1908-88..........| (] 188.7 143.5 171.6 ®.7 8.3 31.38 32.90 34.03 19.80 31.28 2.8
1000-70........... 00 164.0 173.8 184.3. 8.0 §6.2 2.5 31.00 33.49 20.20 30.90 33.81
1970-1.......... [ 174.9 187.3 200.3 00.3 00.3 29.08 31.10 33.28 29.08 31.10 a3.28
1071-T8.....cceeee 58 183.6 200.8 216.8 0.0 64.6 18.73 31.08 33.88 28.73 31.06 33.80
197%-N.......... 87 196.0 314.0 235.4 .1 0.1 8.3 30.9% 33.78 © 28.%8 30.93 33.76
107874 ... eeeee 203.7 223.4 6.1 74.9 4.9 27.07 20.84 3.87 37.07 20.84 332.87
1978-78.. .... ... Ne 4 297.6 203.9 0.3 80.3 2.0 29.60 33.08 2.0 29.600 33.08
1 o £ T— 88 228.0 36.3 .S 8.0 88.0 20.51 29.80 38.42 -20,51 29.90 33.42
SOURCE: 1988 to 1973 Stanford Ressarch Institute, Statistioal Appendix to: Financing Public Seheal Edusalion in Califernia June 1063, p. 241. Projections for 107378 are exirapolatics.
Ceafs per $100 of assessed valuation. P
1 Based on 8 3% aanual inerease in tup-.dodwhupcuh. :
3 Barvd on o §% anaual iserense in curreat n.d.n.
:Tﬁmth'%umo‘f t in based upon the $600 Foundation Program and the 1003-84 a.d.s., would be $44.4
. 'Y .
million. If this is redueed foan amoust m ).ndum-mm .&‘:& the estimated State support in 1064-05 = $53.3 million. This would
. 30.88% oll oré Sowand i u%umma%hmhumdaom thu%incunnm
Asssssed valuation Distriot assessed valuation
Statewide in districts aa & peroent
assossed maintaining of statewide
Year valuation unior colloges assomed vuluation
(billions) (billions)
1087 e waaea $24.3 $17.0 70.0
1058, ... vacrae 26.0 18.3 70.4
1959, cccceecnen 27.4 19.3 70.4
1980.ccaacineaa 29.6 20.8 70.3
) 11 ) V. 31.8 23.8 75.6
1063..ccaua.... 33.3 20.1 78.4
1008. ccccccecan 35.0 28.4 81.1

As seen abovs, the percentage of Statewide assessed valuation in districts maintaining iumor colleges increased fro;
0 mll reach 1009, by 1970. If th

9% oach year, ch-uwufmmuel projocted
each is multi by the pro; mu
B o Ao bayend. |

rate of increase was 2.
lies in districts ms!nummgi
colleges is obtained. These amounts

students and the rate per unit of a.d.a. differs for each
category—the exact rates depending upon the wealth
of the district. To explain the computation of equal-
ization aid it is first necessary to define these cate-
gorles The total a.d.a. of a district is accumulated
in two basic categories. One of these categories in-
cludes those students who are over 21 years of age
and are enrolled in less than ten class hours per week.
This eategory will be referred to below as ‘‘adults’’.
The other categery includes all other studenis and
will be referred to below as ‘‘minors’’ even though
the category includes those students over 21 years of
age who are enrolled for {en or more class hours per
week. In both categories the a.d.a. are accumulated

separatcly for those students who reside in the dis.

trict and those who do not. Enrollments are accumu-

m 70% in 1957 to 81.1% in 1963. During the last two years of this period the
Jechda peecentage of the statewide valuation which
asscaned valuation for that yw tho projected assessed valuation in districia maintaining junior

lated therefore, in terms of ‘‘in-district minors”’,
“‘in.district adults’’, ‘‘out-of-district minors’’, and
‘‘out-of-district adults’’, In-district a.d.a. generally
accounts for the larger share of a district’s total
a.d.a. (86% of the total statewide units of a.d.a. were
so classified in 1963-64), and ir district minors gen-

" erally account for the larger share of a district’s in-

district a.d.a. (78.8% of the total statewide units of
a.d.a. were so classified in 1963-64).

Equalization aid is received by a district for the

a.d.a. of its in-district minors if the financial re-

sources of the district, along with State basic aid for
in-district minor a.d.a.. does not produce the funds
considered necessary for an ‘‘adequate educational
program’’. At the present time the cost of such a
program for in-district minors has been determined,
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by lesslative action, to be $600 for each unit of their
a.d.a. chis cost, known as the foundation amount, was
increased from $425 to €543 in 1961, to $570 in 1968,
and to $600 in 1964, and is based upon an estimate of
the average total current expense of education per
unit of total a.d.a. To determine the exact amount of
equalisation aid, if any, a district will receive for its
in-district minors, the $125 per unit of a.d.a. provided
by the State as basic aid is added to an amount per
unit of a.d.a. (of in-district minors) contributed by
the district. The district’s contribution per unit of
a.d.a. is determined by applying a computational tax
of 25¢ against the assessed valuation of the district
and dividing the amount by the in-district minor a.d.a.
If this total (basic aid plus district’s contribution)
does not equal the foundation amount of $600, the
difference, called ‘‘equalization aid’’ is provided by
the State for each unit of the district’s ‘‘in-district
minor’’ a.d.a.

Equalization aid for the a.d.a. of in-district adults
is provided at a lower unit rate than for in-district
minor a.d.a. It is received by a district if the finan-
cial resources of the district, along with the basic
aid provided by the State for the a.da. of in-dis-
trict adults, does not produce funds equal to $490
(#480 in 1963) for each unit of their a.d.a. This $490
can be referred to as the ‘‘foundation amount’’ for
in-district adults. To determine the exact amount of
equalization aid, if any, the district will receive for
the a.d.a. of.these in-district adults, the $125 per unit
of their a.d.a. provided by the State as basic aid is
addrd to an amount per unit of a.d.a. of in-district
minors contributed by the district. The district’s
contribution is determined by the application of a
computational tax of 24¢ against the assessed valua-
tion of the district. If this total does not equal $490,
the difference, up to $105, is provided by the State
as equalization aid for each unit of the a.d.a. of in-
district adults. The total State aid for in-district
adults, however, may not exceed $230 ($220 in 1963)
times the current in-district adult a.d.a.

Sample Computation of State Support. The com-
putation of State funds allocated t¢ a Junior College
district through the foundation program is illustrated
below for a distriet eligible for equalization aid.

Average Daily Attendance
' ~ Previous Current
Minors - Year :
In-district - 1,661 1,641
Out-of -district 1,567 1,982
_ Total — 3,228 3,528
. Defined Adults L
In-district 460 455
Out-of-district --.- 256 297
: - Total ___. RS 715 752 °
54

Total
In-district -—- 2,121 1,996
Out-of-district 1,822 2279

Total .

Assessed Valuation
$130,699,800

Computation of Basic Asd
(8125 X current district a.d.a. exclusive of a.d.a.
for in-district adults plus, $1256 X previous year’s
a.d.a. for in-district adults)
$125 X 3,820 — $477,500
$125 X 460 = 57,600

__3948 4275

$535,000
Computation of Equalization Aid for In-District
Minors .
Elgibility

(Sum of basic aid per unit of in-district minor a.d.a.
and distriet contribution per unit of in-district minor
a.d.a. must be less than $600. Unit amount of district
contribution is computed by multiplying the district’s
assessed valuation by a computational tax of $.25 and
dividing by in-district minor a.d.a.)

$125 -+ $130,699,800 X $.0025
1541
= $125 - $212.04 = $337.04

Amount:

(Difference between the foundation amount—$600
—and the eligibility amount—$337—, multiplied by
the in-district minor a.d.a.)

$600 — $337.04 = $262.96
$262.96 X 1,541 = $405,221

Comgputation of Equalization Asd for In-District
Adults

Eligsbility: |
(Sum of basic aid per unit of a.d.a.—$125—and

district contribution per unit of in-district minor

a.d.c. must be less than $490. Unit amount of district
contribution is computed by multiplying the distriet’s
assessed valuation by a computational tax of $.25 and
dividing by in-district minor a.da.)
- $125 - $130,699,800 X $.0024

. 1541 ,

= $125 -|- $203.63 = $328.63 -
Amount: o ‘ : |
" (The difference, up to $105, between the foundation
amount—$490—and the eligibility amount—$328.63

—multiplied by the in:district adult a.d.a. The equai-

ization aid will be reduced, if necessary, so that the
combined-basic aid for-adults and equalization aid for
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adults does not exceed $230, times the current in-
district adult a.d.a.)

$4950 — $328.63 — $161.37

$105 X 4556 = $47 775

Total Siate Support .
BasicAMd - ______________________ $535,000
Equalization Aid

In-district minors ___ _— - $405,221
In-district adults __._________________ 47,775
Total ______ $987,996

Distriot S8upport. A district may levy a general
purpose tax of 35¢—including the 25¢district compu-

tational tax upon which the foundation program for
in-district minors is based—~for the support of Junior
College operational expenditures, and may levy a
general purpose tax in excess of the 35¢ if a simple
voting majority of the electorate of the district ap-
prove. Further, every district may levy certain
‘‘special purpose’’ taxes—called permissive overrides
—the income from which is restricted to such expendi-
tures as teachers retlrement, health and welfare bene-
fits, community services, adult educatxon purposes,
and interdistrict attendance.

Other Support. A further source of revenue for
Junior College operation besides the State and dis-
trict shares is out-of-disirict tuitition. Such charges
are not paid by the student. Rather, the district in
which the student attends bills the county in which
he legally resides for the actual cost per a.d.a., less
the amount (basic aid only) received from the State.
A charge (currently $300 per a.d.a.) is also made for
use of the college facilities. In each county from
which students residing in territory not in a school
district maintaining a Junior College have attended
a Junior College, the ‘‘junior college tuition tax’’
bills are annually totaled, and the County Super-
visors levy a tax on property not in a distriet main-
taining a Jurior College sufficient to raise the needed
sum. These taxes vary rather widely from county to
county and from year to year. Certain parts of the
State, remote from Junior Colleges, and from which
fe'w students attend, usually pay & very low tuition
tax.t

Since recent. legislation states that it is the Leg-
islature’s intent that all high school districts become
components of districts maintaining Junior Colleges,
and non-district areas are rapidly being reduced, this
revenue source will probably terminate within the
next several years, being replaced by the assessed val-
uation which such areas represent. The proportion of
the state’s total wealth which is available for tax

.levies by local boards of Jumior Colleges, is rising

steadily, now standing at approximately 87%.
~ Federal funds have generally compnsed no_more
than about 2% of total Jnmor College income state-

¢ See Table 1, Appendix.

. \\.

wide, but in certain districts may be quite significant.
They are paid for reimbursable vocational programs
(Smith-Hughes, George-Bradexn, etc.) on a federal-
stale matching basis, for federally impacted areas in
lieu of local taxes (P.L. 874) and for a few other
situations, Recent federal legislation, including the
extension and broadening of the National Defense
Education Act, Manpower Development and Training
Act, Vocational Education Act, Nurse Training Act,
and Economic Opportunities Act will considerably in-
crease the amounts and presurakly also the propor-
tion of total income that derives from Washington.

ADVANTAGIS AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE
CURRENT SUPPORT PROGRAM

Complex though the present California p‘an for lo-
cal and State.sharing of the cost of Junior College
operations may be, it has good features. Foremost
among these are the assurance of an anaual appor-
tionment, the guarantee of funds roughly equivalent
to unit costs, and partial equalization.

The main disadvantage of the current program is
its complexity and the confusion that surrounds it.
Much of this complexity has come about through the
years because of an effort to take care of special prob-
lems arising from such factors as the number of dif-
ferent types of districts supporting Junior Colleges
and the difficulty of obtaining comparable data on
school finance from diverse districts—particularly, as

~ shown in Table 18, when district organization changes
rapidly over a period of years.

TABLE 18
Number of Districts, by Type, Maintaining Junior Colleges
JC Uhnified HS

Year District  District  District Total
1954 e 20 12 20 52
1955 o 22 12 20 52
1956 23 12 18 53
1957 __ - 26 12 18 56
1958 e 27 12 17 56
1959 e 28 12 17 a7
1960 _ 0. 30 12 15 B7
‘1981 o NI 39 : 12 9 60
1962 Lo 49 11 5 65
1963 54 8 . 2 64
1964 . 56 -8 2 66

SOURCE: Annual Apportionment Reports and Bureau of Junior College Education.

A second disadvantage of the current system re-
sults from support based upon the age of a student—
be he adult or so-called minor—without regard to the
type and cost of the class the student attends. The’
result is that a large percentage of a.d.a is supported
at a unit rate applicable to ungraded classes, although,
the a.d.a comes from attendance in graded classes
where unit costs are much hlgher

A third disadvantage is the. inability of the pro-
gram to provide fully equalized educational opportu-
nity and fully equalized educational costs to those
supporting the program.

The assessed valnation per m»dmtnct minor a.d.a
in districts maintaining Junior Colleges varies cur-
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rently from a low of about $50,000 to a high of over

$600,000.5 Under current foundation formulas many
of the wealthier districts can finance a superior pro-
gram on their basic State aid of $125 and a tax rate
of well below the 85¢ tax ceiling. At the same time
the least wealthy even with a 35¢ tax, may be very
little above the foundation level.

INCREASING STATE ASSISTANCE WITHIN THE
CURRENT SUPPORT PROGRAM

The ways by which State assistance to the Junior
Colleges could be increased within the present method
of financing are breifly pointed out below:

Basic Aid. Basic aid, as established by the Con-
stitution at $120 per unit of a.d.a., was increased by
the Legislature several years ago to $125. This $125,
as explained previously, is guaranteed to each Junior
College district for every unit of a.d.a. If the amount
of basic aid per unit of a.d.a. were increased it would
provide additional State dollars to every district of
the state.

Equa.hzatlon Aid. If the foundation amount for
in-district minors were to be increased beyond the
carrent $600 per unit of a.d:a., and if the foundation
amount for in-district adults were to be increased be-
yond the current $490 per unit of a.d.a., additional
State funds would be provided to those districts al-
ready receiving equalization aid. Other districts
would qualify for equalization aid if State basic aid
and their local resources did not meet the increased
foundation amount. If the computational tax used to
determine district eligibility for equalization aid for
in-district minors was reduced from the current 25¢,
and if the computational tax used to determine dis-
strict eligibility for equalization aid for in-district
adults was reduced from the current 24¢, additional
State funds would be provided for equalization aid
and more districts would share in these funds.

Defined Adults. As pointed out previously in this
section, State support for the average daily attend-

. ance derived from those students defined as adults

is at a lower rate than for the a.d.a. of those students
defined as ‘‘minors.’”’ The definition of an aduit was
established in 1953 by Section 6352, Education Code.
If this definition were to be eliminated and support
provided at the same rate for those students now de-
fined: as adults as those students now defined as mi-
nors, a substantial increase in State support would
result ,

METHOD OF SUPPORT IN OTHER STATES

. How do other states support their junior colleges?
A 1962 bulletin by Morrison and Martorana ® indi-
cates that in 1962 fprty‘-two states had public Junior
5 See Table II, Appendix.

*D. G.. Morrison and' 8, V. Murtounm “State Formulal for the

Su port of Colle 1.8, rtment ot Health Eduutlon
_ Weitare, Bulletin 1063, N” ’ !
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Colleges ﬁnanced in a vanety of ways which may
be combined into three major groupings:

(1) Specific formulas
These formulas determine the state’s contri-
bution to the current support budget. The
majority base this formula on a dollar
amount per student enrolled although a few
set the state share as a proportion of the
current operating cost.

(2) Legislative appropriations
These are either annual or biennial appro-
priations and are apparently based upon

~ budgetary proposals.

(8) Local tax levies.

The same bullet.i also comments as follows:

1. A number of states follow the practice of divid-
ing operating costs among the local district, the
state, and the student, with some tendency to-
ward a pattern of equal shares.

2. Three states provide 50 to 74% of the current

- support for local Junior Colleges, 14 states fur-

nish 25 to 49% of the current support, 4 states

less than 25%, and 8 states give no support to
local colleges. ,

3. Increasingly, state tax funds are being looked to
as the chief source of support.

4. Student tuition payments have been kept at a
minimum level-—one-third of the operating costs
or less.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE CURRENT PROGRAM
OF SUPPORT

James Wattenbarger,” Director, Community Col-
leges Division, Florida State Department of Educa-
tion, has described characteristics of a sound plan for
financing public Junior Colleges. Extracting only
those aspects which relate to current operation, we
find:

1 The plan should provnde for joint responsibil-
ity, with both the state and the locality assum-
ing a share. An essential part of this joint sup-
port should be an equalization measure which
would assure the same basic quality of education
in all of the colleges. _

2. The plan should depend upon student tuition
fees as little -as possible. It is a contradiction to
talk about extending educational opportunities
to people on the one hand and how large the
tuition fee may be on the other.

3. The plan should be based upon a formula wkich
provides for all elements of necessary costs of a

~ good commumty college program. The formula

- must recogmze that small schools cost more per

K “Establlshlng Legal Bases for Community Colieges.” Amerlcan
Association of Junior Colleges, 1862, .
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‘student than large schools, that certain admin-
istrative and counseling services are essential,
that some types of programs are more expen-
sive, and that provision must be made for rapid
enrollment increases. The plan should encourage
efficiency and general improvement in the oper-
ation of the college.

4. The plan should contribute to stability of oper-
ation by providing a predictable income from
.year to year.

9. A sound plan will recognize that responsibility
for record keeping, auditing procedures, and fis-
cal control is a joint responsibility shared by a
state coordinating agency as well as the institu-
tion itself. However, as great an amount of flex-
ibility as possible in the administration of the
budget is essential. '

6. The plan will not be dependent upon gifts or
donations to provide sufficient funds for the ba-
sic program of instruction. Grants or gifts
should be considered as a supplement to the reg-
ular public support.

7. The plan should induce areas of the state not
directly participating in the support of a Junior
College to make their coxntributions on a basis
related to the number of their own residents
who attend. (As Wattenbarger infers later in
his statement, it would be desirable for this to
be mandatory in order that costs may be shared
equitably.)

There are, it would appear, pr1nc1pally five sources
of funds for California public Junior Colleges—the
federal government, State government, local Junior
College districts, the student, private individuals and

. organizations. Any Support program must be built

around one or more of these sources. Since the State
has no means of increasing federal or private sup-
port for the Junior Colleges the support programs
listed below involve. the remaining three sources and
assume the current level federal and private support
will continue.

(1) Complete State support—Thls program could
be patterned after the approach used in the
support of the California State Colleges and
University of California (probably more closely
- to the State Colleges.) The following procedures
weuld have t¢ be considered.

(a) Centralizd review of budget and educa-
tional programs. :

(b) Developmem of a uniform salary structure
for all Junior Colleges.

(e) A new relationship of local boards of con-
" trol to centralized control.

.(2) State and student support—This program could

be similar to the one suggested above with the
- addition of either: : L

(a) Student fees for student services patterned
‘after the fee system in the /..her two seg-
ments of higher education, or

(b) A tuition system that would greatly in-
crease the proportion of student support.

(3) State and local support—This program is best
illustrated through the current foundation pro-
gram for California public Junior Colleges.

There are alternatives to a foundation program.

One variation could be a determination that

the State provide a fixed percentage of the

operating costs of each Junior College.

(4) State, local and student support—A program

built around these three sources cov!i be a
variation on the current foundation program.
It could allow the student to assume a share
of support through student fees similar to
those charged by the State Colleges and the
university. (A variation could be to charge tui-
tion {o all students with an earned AA or
higher degree.)

(56) Compleie local support.
(6) Local and student support.
(7) Complete student support.

Complete State or complete local support does not
appear probable. Both would be stoutly resisted, the
first by the Legislature and State agencies, the second
by local taxpayers groups. Besides, the pr1nc1ple of
local-State sharing is deeply entrenched is followed

‘almost everywhere over the nation (e1ther with or

without tuition charges), and draws on diferent
sources of revenue. Proposals to introduce tuition as
an income source are being encountered and may be
expected to increase as enrollments and costs mount.

If the local-State sharing plan with no tuition
charge is continued, a basis for determining the
State’s share is needed. The Master Plan recommenda-
tion that the State share should approach, but stop
short of 50% was made with the belief that as long as

over half of the support was from local sources, the

danger of State control would be lessened. How valid
i8 this belief, is difficult to determine. Education Code,
section 17503, which mandates the manner in whlch
90% of a district budget must be spent, even though
most_ of -its funds may have come from local taxes,
would seem to have made the point that the State can

~ dictate how local funds shall be used. If this be true,

State control may be a possrblhty regardless of the
proportion of state versus local support.

The idea of a specific percentage base for deter-

mining the level of State support to districts subject to
local boards of control has been criticized. It has

been argued that this commits the State to an ‘‘open-
ended’’ situation that continually ‘‘escalates”, that
the more State money a district gets, the more the
local board and administration wiil spend, thus an
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upWar'd spiral results. Instead, a proper or adequate '»

¢program,’’ should be determined which will include
designated salary schedulcs, student-faculty ratios,
and other elements; once the cost of this is deter-

mined, then: 8 dollar amount for the State’s contribu- -

tion can be fixed.

- Jumior College educators have argued that such an

approach would produce unrealistic aud undesir-
able uniformity, in view of the diversity over the
state in community needs, living costs, program em-
phasis, etc., which are the components of any ade-
quate junior college service to its area. They believe

that average costs on a statewide basis provide a suit-

ably stable base and also that local administrations
and boards show fully as great fiscal responsibility as
do State agencies. '

ISSUES TO BE IFACED IN 'I'I-lE DETERMINATION
OF A SUPPORT PROGRAM

If California is to have an understandable and de-
fengible plan of financing its Junior Colleges, a num-
ber of issues must be resolved. Some of these are:

(1) Shall Junior Colleges continue to receive

State funds through apportionment? If so,

(a) Should the foundation program, if con-
tinued, closely approximate the estimatcd
per student cost or be determined on an-

~ other basis? : .

(b) What approximate proportion of Junior
College support should the State provide?
What is the rationale for this?

(c) Shall basic aid be continued? At the pres-
ent level? Higher? Lower? If it were abol-
ished, what alternate plan is suggested ?

(2) How can all areas of the state be brought into
equitable sharing in support of Jumior Col-
leges ¢ -

(a) Is a2 statewide tax levy for Junior Col-
lege support feasiblei If it were adopted,
what would be its impact on local con-
trol? ‘ - .

(b) How may all territories of the state be
quickiy brought into districts maintaining
Junior Colleges, thus ending complexities
of charge-back? ‘ :

(3) Should the *“defined adult”” limitation be re-

moved ? e .
(a) From graded class attendance
(b) From ungraded class attendance!?

(4) Should there be differentials in the proportion'

of State support for— . - -
. (a) Graded versus ungraded courses?
(b) Persons already having AA (or other)
© . degrees and those without? ’
© (e) Others? . T

'58

(5) How may inter-district financing o~ besi ar-
ranged so as to -encourage regional piczning
- and facilitate legitimate student transfer?
' (6) Should ceilings on allewable local tax levy be
- raised or removed? -

(7) How may the necessarily higher-than-average
unit costs in small Junior Colleges be better
supported ? o ’

(8) Can a continuing plan be adopted that will ob-
viate present annual uncertainties until last-
minute action by the Legislature?

(9) What impact on local control of J unior Col-
leges will each support plan have?

(10) Should a State system of Junior Colleges, re-
placing the present locally-controlled institu-
tions, be advocated {

A support plan might be devised that would start '
with verified eurrent statewide average costs, provide
for an annual increase tied to the cost of living in-
dex, and include a reasonable proportion as the
State’s ‘‘ proper’’ share. But how shall this ‘‘proper’’
share be determined? There is precedent from the
practices of other states and of the federal govern-
ment, for a fifty-fifty matching. It can readily be ar-
gued that Junior Colleges perform a State function,
especially in view of present-day mobility of popula-
tions. The student, no matter where educated, is as

likely as not to spend his adult life in one or several -

communities other than that in which he went to Jun-
ior College. Further, since Junior Colleges educate
a sizable proportion of students who as freshmen
were eligible to have entered a State Coilege, the
University, or both—in which case the State would
have paid either some 85-90% of State College costs
or 65-70% of University costs—it can be argued that,

" for such students the State should pay these full -

amounts to the Junior College. Thus, an open-ended

. State Junior College fund could be established into

which annually would be placed sums based on the
amounts those University and State College eligible
students in Junior Colleges would have cost the State

‘had they gone to those institutions, together with,

say, 50% of the amount estimat 1 for the costs of
educating the remaining ‘‘non-eligible’’ Junior Col-
lege students. Distribution of such a fund could be
on a foundation basis, or could separately identify
the three classifications- of students since by recent
State Board of Education action Junior Colleges will
now bé annually reporting the number of University

" and State College eligibles enrolled. Were such a plan

to be adopted, it would be imperative to preseribe
that the funds be disiributed irrespective of the
courses pursued by the students of each category,
since not all ““eligibles’’ may -elect to take transfer
courses and many *‘ineligibles’’ do, in. fact, transfer.

If such a continning Junior Colicge State fund
were established, thought might well be given to leg-
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islation that would levy & minimum annnal tax of

'35¢ on non-district areas, the sums thus raised, if in

excess of those required by counties for paying their
Junior College tuition tax bills, going into the Jun-
jor College State fund. This would bring all parts of
the state into more similar participation in Junior
College support, and would provide further incentive

to non-district areas to form or annex to Junior Col-"
. total.loss tc the Junior Colleges in State support

lege districts, in accordance with declared legislative
intent. .

‘A different approach to the state-local sharing
might be the Arizona plan. There the state pays $525
per student for the first 320 student units and $350
for all the remaining student units. Because of Cali-
fornia’s great diversity in unit wealth, by distriet,
and its resulting devotion to the principle of equaliza-
tion, that feature could be incorporated in the plan.
Thus, for example, the first, say, 500 A.D.A. (or other
unit) might be on a foundation basis of perhaps $800,
and all above that on, perhaps, $600. By carefully
adjusting ‘the two amounts, such a plan could over-
come one great weakness of the present program,
whereby districts that are both relatively ‘‘poor’’ and

small in enrollment can raise only a few dollars above .

the foundation program to finance their inescapably
greater-than-average unit costs.

The possibility of a statewide property tax levied
for Junior College purposes and placed, together with
support from the State School Fund in a State Jun-
jor College Fund, merits careful study. When advo-
cated by the State Department of Education recently,?
many believed that it was not feasible politicaliy ; this
may be true, By obtaining money from wealthy dis-

~ triets and allocating it equally to all districts, equali-.

zation would be increased. Opposition from the wealth-
ier districts may, however, be expected. Further ex-
amination of the plan may well be warranted.

PROPOSED CHANGES IN JUNIOR COLLEGE
FINANCIAL SUPSORT FOR 1965-66

The State Board of Education and the Depsrtment
of Education have provided some indication of the
legislation affecting Junior College support which
they will propose or support during the 1965 session

of the Legislature. The California Junior College As- -
sociation has issued a statement on its legisletive

program. _ ,

The State Board of Education has indicated that
it may seek ‘~ climinate ‘‘State Basic Aid’’ from the
Junior College .onndation program. Such a change
(requiring ‘a constitutional amendment) would re-
sult in a decreased parcentage of State support to-the
Junior Colleges unless other compensating changes
were made in the foundation porgram. Without such
changes the amount of State support would remain

‘ ‘unchanged for all“ districts with an assessed’ valua-

s Recommendations on Public Sohool Support (Sacramento: £tate

 Department of Education, November 1962), pp 43-57.
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tion per unit of in-district, minor a.d.a. of $190,000
or less. Those districts, in which the assessed valua-
tion per unit of a.d.a. is between $190,000 and $240,-
000 would become eligible for equalization aid, but
the amount of equalization aid received would bé some-
what less than basic aid now received. All districts
with an assessed valuation of- $240,000 or more per
unit of a.d.a. would receive no State support. The

would be between $3 and $4 million.

The State Board may also consider supporting a
statewide property tax to equalize State aid to the
Junior Colleges and the elimination of section 6352
of the Education Code, which defines adults. It can
be assumed that a proposal for a statewide tax would
be similar to the one considered by the State Board
and Department during the 1963 Session of the
Legislature. However, further information .on both

.the statewide“:tax and redefinition of adults is re-

quired for detailed analysis of the proposals.

The State Department of Education has indicated
it will recommend that the current foundation pro-
gram for Junior Calleges be left unchanged except
for the elimination of the definition of adults in the
Education Code (section 6352) and the shifting of tue
in-district adult a.d.a. ‘derived from enrollment in
graded classes to the foundation program for in-dis-
triet minors ($600 foundation program). The remain-
ing adult ad.a. would continue to be supported
through the foundation program for adults.

The State support required in 1965-66 to fund the
Junior College support program with the change
recommended by the Departmeat ‘would be approx-

* jmately $77.7 million, or some $16.5 million more than

$61.2 million that will be required to fund the founda-
tion program without such a change.

The California Junior College Association has in-
dicated it will make two legislative proposals for the
1965 Session of the Legislature. One proposal wil be
to reduce the computational tax used in that part
of the foundation program related to in-distriet mi-
nors from the present 25¢ per $100 of assessed valua-
tion to 20¢ and the second will be to eliminate the
definition of adults as stated in Section 6352 of the
Education Code with the eliminated a.d.a. supported
in the same manner as recommended by the State
Department of Education. S

'The State suppo~¢ required for the Junior College
support program with ithe computational tax for in-
district minors reduced from 25¢ to 20¢ would be
some $73.4 million, or $12.2 million more than the
estimated $61.2 million required in State support
without such a change. The State support required

'to funé both proposals taken together would be almost

$95.1 million or approximately $40 million more than
the $61.2 million required without the two changes.
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SUPPORT FOR JUNIOR COLLEGE CAPITAL

OUTLAY: RECENT DEVEI.OPMENTS

" ‘The Master Plan mcluded provisiona for. mcreased _‘ :
support not only for operatlons but -for capital out-
iay for the Junior Colleges in view of the added local

financial obhga

- the Legislature that- would distribute construe-
. tion funds, either throngh. granfs or loans or
both, for capital outlay purposes  annually to

_— Jufnor coljeges as determined by growth, this pro-

gram being. for the purpose of assisting junior

' _ colleges to meet the facility needs of projected -

enrollments and of the students to be diverted to
the junior colleges.?

.In recqgmzmg the growth needs of the J unior Col-
leges in meeting obligations under the Master Plan,
the Legislature established a temporary program for
Junior College tax relief for capital outlay purposes,
appropriating $5 million. in 1961 and approving a
similar amount in the 1962-63 Governor’s Budget
These grants have been utlhzed g

(a) For payment of interest and redemption of out-

- standing bonds issued for Junior College pur- .

‘poses or "for loams from the County School
Service Fund for Capital Gatlay purposes.
(b) For purchase or improvement of junior college
" sites or the planning or construction for- Jun-
ior ‘College buildings on a matching basis not
- to exceed 1 part State funds for 4 parts dis-
trict funds.1® -

SubSequently, at meetings of KFebruary 24 and

. June 27, 1962, the Coordinating Coun il adopted res-
' olutlons urging the State authorities to submit a bond
_issue proposal supperting the capital outlay needs of
- the. University of California, the California State Col-

leges and the public Junior Colleges. Such an issue.

was submitted at the June 1962 primary election as:

Proposition 3 which was defeated. However, a revised

Proposition 1-A was endorsed by the voters at the.

November 1962 eléction. With respect to Junior Col-
leges the major difference in the two' measures was
that Proposition 3 stated that the $20 million for Jun-
jor Colleges would be. used ‘‘for expenditure for ma-
jor building construction, equipment and'site acqui:
gition . . . and for the payment of interest and
redemption of outstanding bonds of a school district
of a city and county issued for junior college capital
outlay rmnes »» Proposition 1-A stated that the

shall be. ueed only for ‘‘building con-

* Master Plom,
uu-u, p- 969,
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f)ons that would result from other
. ‘Master Plan prowsxons desxgned to divert some.50,- .
“ . 000 students 'to the juniov co'lleges by 1975. Speclﬁ-
~ cally, the Master Plan prov:ded in respect to capltal :
_outlay support:

A continuing program be devxsed and adbpted by

g ®
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' structlon eqmpment and site aequlsltmn needs” and

that at least $20 million shall be used only for these

" purposes for public Junior Colleges.
.~ 'In dxscussxons and considerations leading up to in-..
" clusion of the Jumor C‘olleges in the State bond pro- "
: posals recognition was given to the need for develop-
ing a sound program- for allocation of such funds to-

the Junior Colleges,l! The -Governor in his Budget

." message of 1962-63 .indicated that the Coordinating .
Council was studying and would advise on this very.
~ complex problem of financing J unmr College facili-
- ties cooperatively. Accordingly, in" April.1962 the .

Council Director and staff met with representatlves

" of the Departments of Education and of Finance and

of the California’ Junior College Association to.deter-
mine procedures and relative responsibilities. Follow-

.ing this meeting the Director wrote the Supermtend— |
- . entof Pubhc Instruetion: -

- It was agreed at thet meetmg that the De-,

partment of Education should be the agency re-

. sponsible to prepare background material of this
~ subject, as well as specific: propoésals. The Depart-
ment should also be responsible for calling to-
gefher planmng commrttees to work on this sub-
Ject .

. ministrative matter and one which rightly be-

longs in the State Department of Education. -

" This delineation of responsibility is consistent with
the provisions of the Donahoe Higher Education Act

(Educatwn Code, Section 22650), namely, “‘the

public junior colleges shall continue to be a part of

" the public school system of the State. The State Board
of Education shall prescribe minimum standards for
_the formation and operation of public junior colleges _

and exercise general supervision over publi¢ junior

_colleges ”

‘On June ‘27, 1962, after further consultatlons, the

Councll staff submltted and the Council ‘‘received.

as a progress report’’, 12 the followmg statement of

- -guldehnes for allocation :

Allocations shall be made only on the basxs of
an approved project.’
Projects shall consist of the plannmg and con-

struction of instructional areas, the. acquisition

and improvement of sites, and the acquisition of
equipment. No funds will be used for the re-
» demptlon of bonded in indebtedness.

. Projects shall not include the planning or con-

struction of dormitories, student centers, stadla,

auditoriums, or other areas that are not primar. -

_ily used for instructional purposes.

'Facilities provided through an approved proj-

‘ -'ect shal].eonsmt of standard facilities planned to

1 Senate Fact Flndlng; Committee on Education Subcommittee on
" g‘ﬁ‘a Coct Bnﬂ refl lgoganuary 16, 1

- Outlay 8 ersfle ]
 Minutes, June 37, 1963, pp. 3~4. '

Jmuor College Capital

I coneur wholeheartedly in this decision for T |
“feel the preparation of -such a proposal is an ad- *
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~. ‘cation in a series of meetmgs beginning December 12, .
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.,m°et the needs of the approved program of the
Junior College. ==
" The need for a project shall be based upon (a) -
8 projection, oi enrollmeat, and (k) utilization of
- -present’ facilities and proposed facilitiés t{o-a-. -
o standard apphcable to other higher education fa-
. cilities. a
.~ "Contracts for - constructlon of approved ‘proj-
. ects shall be’ approved by the.allocating agency "
- _with conelderatxon given to cost standards.

" At the request of the Counsil Dlrector, and follow~\'-
‘ing passage of Proposition 1-A, diseussions at 'a staff
level were initiated by. the State Department of Edu-

1962 on a draft of & bill to allocate funds for Jumor

. " College capital outlay. A gommittee was constituted
. by the Stdte Department. Participating were repro~+ .

gentatives selected by the California” Junior College,
Association, and staff members of the Department of
Education, the Coordinating Council, the Department
of Finance and the Office of the Leglslatlve Analyst. .
_ Prior fo thiese ‘meetings the California Junior Col-
lege Association on October 31, 1962, approved the
following recommendation of its Fmance and Leg-
islation Committee namely, “‘On capital outlay

‘seek distribution of funds . . . on as nearly as possl--
_ble a one-to-one matching - and ‘with mclusron of
growth as'an element of the formula. . . . Strong op-

" position is expressed. to an allocatlon board’ ap-
proach.”’

© This récommendation of the Association was trans-
_mitted to the above. mentioned committee with the |

" note from the Chau'man of the Association’s Commt-

tee on Finance and Legislation that:

State capital outlay support for Jjunior colleges

now -is based on a formula whereby the junior

college must provide $4 for each $1 the state
... provides. This works & hardship on muny

less wealthy junior colleges and should be re-
~ placed with a_one-to-one matching basis. The ex.

- isting formula for distribution among junior col-
leges could be used as a basis for the future but
prov1s10ns should be added which recognize en-
rollment increases (growth). '

* Briefly, it should be noted that the existing Ju-
nior College Tax Relief program for capital outlay
(Cal. Stat 1961, Ch. 1006) establishes an entitlement
distribution to all districts based on existing resident
" enrollment (a.d.a.) weighted to reflect an equalization
factor relating a district’s. assessed valuation per unit
of enrollment to the average assesssed valuation per
unit of exroliment or all districts in the state. -

" In four committee seasions extending to Feb‘ruary'
1, 1963, all mterested parties on the committee en-
deavored te arrive at a consensus on a means of alloca- .
. tion that could be nsed 28 the basis for an on-going or

¢
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continning program of State capltal outlay support‘ .

for the Junior Colleges..

, Dmcussxon ‘involved all aspects of the problem .

" 'While agreement could be reached on some prmolples_ o
.or-polities it could not be reached on.others. Also.lack ... - -~
~of time to gather and analyze precise system-wide

" data for Junior Colleges on such key congiderations -
~as plent capacity _and utilization -and - ‘enrollment

forecasts to a standard applicable to other higher

~ educational facilities, led to realization that only an

interim approach to allocation was feasible at that

© time. In view of the situation as described 'in the
precedmg pages the’ “following ~conclvsions ‘were
adopted by the Council on April 2, 1963.

1. Certain basic. information (partlcularly rlant
eapacity, plant utilization and yeliable enroll-
ment forecasts) requlred for the development of

a long range plan for State assistance to the -

~ Junior Colleges is not. available; therefore, such

procedures that are, developed for the distribu-

" tion of the $20 million from the State Construc-

“tion Bond Aect of 1962 must necessarily be eon-
sidered as an interim approach

- 9. In the development of specific procedures for the

distribution of the $20 million now. available, )

- the Council views its role as that of proposing
- guidelines to the Governor, the Legislature, and
_‘the State Board of Education for the ‘develop-

ment of such procedures. Accordingly; the Coun-
~ il offers the following guidelines:

‘a. The State Board of Education to be desig- |

nated as the responsible State authority for

the - allocation and dlstrlbutlon of such .

funds. -

b. Allocations to be made only on the basxs of
- & project approved by the local Junior Col-

lege district governing board and ‘the State
Board of Education.

¢. Projects_to include the acqulsltlon and im-

provement of sites, the planning and con-
- struction of permanent faclhtles, and the

. acquisition of equipment.. No fynd to be

used for redemption of bonded indebted-
ness. .
d. Projects to exclude the planning or “con-

struction of dormitoriés, studeznt centers -

(other than cafeterias), stadia, or single
' purpose auditoriums.
e In order to take account of the varymg
t-xable wealth of individual Junior College
'dxstmcts equalization factors to be apphed
in the allocation of such funds. ,
- £. State funds to be ailocated only to Junior

" College districts which have made a 1ini-

~ mum qnalrfymg ﬂnancml eﬂort for capxtal
outlay pnrposes

6
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" (Proposition 1-A).
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. -g- State funds.to bé allocated on a matchmg '

basis as an ‘aid and incentive to local dis- -

' tes: . - T
'b. ‘Enrcilment growth. =~

8. Under the provisions of the Donaboe Higher Ed-

ueation ‘Act, the State Board of Education

‘should continue to be responsible’for the develop- ™
. ment-of a long:range plan for State assistance -

" for capital outlay to the Junior Colleges.

4. Within the scope of the guidelines shown in num-" -

ber 2, above, the Council staff should ¢ontinue to
_ cooperate with the appropriate -State agencies

-and Junior College representatives in the devel- - ‘

opment of both the interim and long-range

- for eapital outlay purposes. - ._ -

plans for State support tp the Junior Colleges .

" An interim measure for the distributioﬁ'of capltal

outlay funds to the Junior Colleges was established .
during the, 1963 Legislative Session when Chapter .
:1790, Statutes of 1963 (Senate Bill 1515) was enacted

as the ““‘Junior College Facility Construction Law of
1963.”' The purpose of this act was to specify the

“distribution of the $20 million for the Junior Colleges .
contained in the State Construction Bond’A_ct_of 1962

The-interim nature of the act was iﬁdi’catéd'by .S‘eq- =

tion 2 of the statute which provided as follows:
SEC. 2. 'In adopting this act, the Legislature

recognizes that it does not constitute a satisfac-
_tory means of providing continuing state assist-

ance to junior_college-districts for the construc-
tion of junior-college facilities and that its sole

putpose is to provide for the allocation of bond -
funds reserved for junmior college construction

in Proposition 1-A approved by the electorate
in the November 1962 general election. )
To the cnd that a continuing program of as-
sistanes to junior college districts for the con-
struction of junior college facilities based upon
" - -ability, effort, and need may be developed, the
- Legislature directs the Department of Finance,
the Legislative Analyst, the Coordinating Council
for Higher Education, and one representative
each selected by the California Junior College As-
sociation, the California Ju .or College Faculty

Association, and the California School Boards
" Amsociation, to study (1) the needs for junior -

' Acolie'ge'faeﬂitiel duiing the next ten years, (2)
the ability of junior college districts to meet the

determined need, and (3). the extent to which
‘state assistance is necessary; to formulate plans

under which state assistance shall be provided to
- junior college districts for junior college construc-

. triets to provide local instructional facili- .~ | T
s w7 tu T 'Phe- Department of Fducation agting:under-the
section requested each of the cooperating agencies to .

* tion; and to transmit its recommendations, in-
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: eluding’ prop_oséd legi’slai:ioh, to the Legislature
“on or before the 10th day of the 1965 Regular

. ‘Sésssion. - -

name a representative.to serve on the committee. The °
committee as constituted held its first in¢eting on

‘December 16, 1963, and subsequéritly met on 14 dif-
Jerentoceasions. .. ~ T . L .. T .
" . The report of this committee to the California Legis--

lature preoared pyrsuant to Senate Bill 1515, and .

" Pitléd ¢“The Need for Junior College Facilities Dar-" -

ing the Next Ten Years 1965 to 1975°" was filed with

the Legislature in Janunary.1965. It outlines the need "~
for Junior College facilities during the ten year
* period, 1965-1975, the ability .of Junior College dis-

tricts'to meet this need,’and the extent to which State

' . assistance is mecessary. The report concludes with a
~_ plan to. provide State assistance on a continuing

basis for Junior College facilities and a proposed:

~ Junior College Construction Act to accomplish this.
Prior to the completion of the work of this com- .

mittee California voters approved the State Construe-

tion Program Bend Act of 1964 on November 3, 1964

_{Proposition 2). This Act specified that not less than

'$50,000,000 of the $380 millior provided by the Act
was to be for construction purposes of the public col-

_ieges. If the report of the committee and the proposed

. plan for.allocating assistance for: Junior College fa-
cilities is adopted by the Legislature, the $5Q,090,000 .

would be distributed through the plan. S
The plan to provide State assistance to Junior Col-

lege districts for capital outlay purposes as formu-  °

lated by ths Committee established for this purpose -
in S.B. 1515, is in accordance with the policies and

 principles developed by the Council related to State
funding of capital outlay projects for the three seg-.
ments of public higher education. The plan is also con-

sistent with the gnidelines established by the Council

for the distribution’ of State support to the Junior
Colleges. The plan: ) . ’
(1) Provides a continuing program of State assist-

ance to the Junior Colleges for capital outlay

. purposes. o s
(2) Provides substantial State support—amounting
' to one-half of the construction needs of the
Junior Colleges. | |
~ (8) Recognizes and has built into the enrcllment
' projections upon which the capital cutlay needs
of the Junior Colleges are based, the diversion

~ of students from the University and State Col-

leges to the Junior Colleges.
" (4) TIs based upon enrollment growth and recog-
niges through built-in equalization factors the
~ varying abilities, effort, and needs of the sepa-
" rate districts sapporting Junior Colleges.
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-oblorved some of the com
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(5) Exeludm the uleof State. funds for redemphon R (other than eafeterm), atadu, smgle pt;,;we

of existing bonded mdebtodnal, the planning T audxtormmn, and parking facilitxee.
or oonltruction of dormtbnu, ltudent eentéra

In thu Qqcmn we. luve gptocl l\ow th¢ opgramn of cahiomm Jmuor Oollegea is now supporl;ed aml have
' lexiﬁamda&vanmdthoprmnttymm Anéﬂorthubeénmﬁetoformat
costs that must be met- during the next decade. Methodsused in othor states and desirabla features of a-sound
sapport plan have been ‘mentioned. Issues that must be faced in view of. the unigue position and extent of Ju--

- nior Colleges in Califorsiia have been suggested, and several mudifieations of prevent support have been touehed -

upon, Coneluding has been a diseussion of State-support prognms for.capits} ontlay -
"Befove presenting findings and conclusions of the: Couneil, ;t is nsefnl to summmso the statements ot experts
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SECT ION IV

ADVICE TO THE" COUNCII.

. In November 1964 a mlmber of persons concerned -
with, the Junior Colleges of California met in a Coun.
- _cll-sponsored Seminar to. conslder the Taany. aspects_ )
of the Junior Colleges. (Participants are listed in the -~ -
~ Appendix.) The group, humbering 26 persons and '
" chaired. by’ then Director of the Council, John R.
Richards, considered and distussed much of the fore- .
- going material .of this report.- Following completion
of thexr discussions & series. of advisory statements

were developed by the participants for use by the

staff of the Council, and the Council, itself, in prepar,
_ing final recommendations on_the problems affecting

the Junior Colleges. These statements, developed with

" unanimity, reflect the issues dxs_cussed and the wide .
consensus reached by the representatives of the many

groups concerned with' Junior College education in

California. who wére present at that meetmg The.

statements are as follows

.".II.INIOR COI.I.EGE OBJECTIVES

1 In continuing ‘their lustovlc role of re-deﬁmng -
what higher education is, California Junior Col- =~
leges ‘should reaffirm their goal of serving all -

who are now legally eligible to erroll.

‘2, California, Junior Uolleges, in cooperation with °

other agencies, should exert. leadership in Cali-
fornia’s efforts to develop programs of" educa-

- . tion, training, and retraining to meet ‘the special
needs of petsons unemployed and cf those whose
employment is threatened by techn ologleal or oc- -

cupational changea ‘
3. Since the contmmng guldance of students with

. inappropriate godls is a major responsibility of -

the Junior Colleges, their retention - policies
should provide opportumty for such readJust-
_ment and salvage of students.

4. The Coordmatmg 'Council for ngher Ednoa-
. tion, with advice of a representative technical

committee, should conduct a_study to determine -
. whether.the Junior Colleges of California should - -
serve a greater share of the freshmen and soph-
omore students in public higher education than .

_proJected by the Master Plan, This study ghould
exaniine ‘the ‘advisability of establishing experi-
mental relationships between one or two State

- mients the Junior Colleges would enroll all lower
_dmsnon students -

Cop e

Colleges or campuses of the University and Jun-
* jor Colleges serving the area. Ir these experi-,

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

.IUNIOR COlI.lGI DlSTRICYS AND REI.A'I'IONSHIP

. T0 PUII.IC SCHOOLS ..

. 5. All areas of the statc of Cahforms should bein .
~ Junior College distiicts, and this present mten-_x i
tion of the Leglslatnre shonld be 1mplemented o

- at the earliest possibile date. -

- 6. Itds ‘desirable that all Junior-Colleges. be sepa- .
. '+ rated promptly from unified or high schodl dis--
. tricts both in organization and administration.
o Addltlonal legislation may . Be necessary to én- "

" courage local action.

, 7. California Jynior Colleges should reaﬁirm the1r ]
* close ties to the public schools while at the same -
time fulfilling their responslblhtles as a segment

-of publie hlgher edueatlon .
GOVERNANCE OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

'8. The -Coordinating Coungil for nghes Educa:

tion, with the advice of a representative techni-

" cal committee, should conduct. a comprehensive
- study- of governance- of Junier Colleges at the
- State level, and pending this study no fundamen-

- - tal changes in the present system of Junior Col-

made.

: . 9. Pendlng the outcome of the study by the Coor- -

_dinating Council for Higher Education of the
. governance of Junior Colleges, the State Board
of Education should reorganize the State De-

’ partment of Fiducation with the goal of prov1d- o
- ing leadership and services which will be ade- -

quate to meet the needs and responsibilities of
. the Junior Colleges of the state. Furthermore,
_ the State Board of Education is to be com-

mended for the progress -in the study of this =
- needed reorganization and is urged to contmueﬂ :

. the Arthur D. Little Study. -

10. Tt would be desirable as an.interim measure,
‘pending completion of the Coordinating Coun-

cil for Higher Education study, to strengthen - |

the functions and hroaden the membership of the

Junior College Committee of the State Board of -
Education so that it could serve as a consultative -

body on Jumor College matters to the Board.

JUNIOR COLI.EG! FINANCE

" 11. The present Constitutional guarantee of State
finaneial snppozt for Jumor Colleges should be
- maintained. -

12. Californis Junior Colleges ghould reafirm the

pohey of tmtlon-free Junior College educatlon

lege governancn at the State level should be ‘

L
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" State government should ‘be cautious in estab-

_imately 45%: of Operatmg costs 88 recommen
by the Master Plan .

~ be eliminated, and State financial support for
to the classes oﬂ?ered—graded vs. ungraded—

~rolled in the classes. . A
15, Vocational-technical - education in Cahforma

~ both State government and local districts. There-

fore, the State should ‘continue the same level of

. support for all graded classes in‘ the Junior Col-

= leges regardless of the programs in whlch they
are offered. -

16. The Coordinating Council for ngher Educa-

ior College ﬁnance

PREPARA‘I'ION AND CER‘I‘IFICA‘I‘ION OF
PROFESSIONAI. STAFF "

tion, with advice of a representative technical
..commlttee, should study the problems of prepar-

‘the Junior Colleges of California in order to in-

*ize competent staff members

. COUNCIL CC)MMENTS AND
RECOMMENDATION<

_ Based upon the sections p;esented in thls report
- and takmg note of the advisory statements immedi-
: - ately precedmg, the staff of the Counecil presented a
. nuwmbey of comments and "recommendations for con-

the Council at its January, Febraury. and March,

ommendations were approved indicating Council judg-
- ments. ‘These recommendations. are cited below to-

. believed required. As some of the advisory statements
relate to other current studies of the Council—such as
tuition free. education—no cominent is made herein.

lmhmg fees which dxscrnmnate among students.‘

18. California Junior Colleges- ‘should continue to -
. work toward achieving State.support of appres-

for m-stato reudents, and local boards and the "

14 The definition of an adult as found in Sectlon .
6352 of the California Education Code should -

. Junior Colleges ‘should be’ provided a“cordmg -

‘without regard for the category of stndents en-

~Junior Colleges is the shared - responsibility -of

tion, with the advice of a representative techni- -
cal ecommittee, should’ study all aspects of Jun- .

17 The Coordinating COanll for’ ngher Educa- T

ing and certifying all professmnal personnet for ’

‘sure that the colleges are able to attract and utll- :

“sideration by-the Couneil. These were, discussed by .

1965, meetings. Resulting from these discussions ree-

5

- gether with relevant comments; observations are-also
" ‘made upon a number of items discussed by the Junior -
~ College leaders upon whick no.recommendations were

. .
L .

. , s

'oovmncuonocu.omm

The trend toward -autonomous local dnstrlcts is -

" strong. All new Junior College dnstrlcts must bé gov-
concurs

erned by separate boards. The Council atal
with the- followmg advisory statemient of the semmar

+ 6. It is desxrable that alf Jumon Golleges ‘be
’ separated promptly from unified or high school* "
- distriets ' both in- organization and administra-

~ tion. Additional legislation may be necessary
“to encourage l6cal action.

R REOOMMENDATION

The Council advise.the 1965 Leglalatnre to separato' _
all Junior. Colleges from unified or-high school dis- -

tricts. This action is taken recognixing certain legal
considerations in imtanoes of charter citxes. = i

THE DEVEI.QPMEN'I’ OF HIGHER EDIICA‘I‘ION
IN JUNIOR COLLEGES. :

Workpapers, .séminar dlscussmns a.nd the semmar '

advisory statements reveal some uncertainty about
the ways in which higher education differs from sec-

ondary education. Uncertainties lead to fears that -

some unigue qualities of Junior ‘Colleges will be lost
as they separate from secondary education and enter

- . more fully into higher education. Uncertainties either
. lead- to, or: helghten, disagreement between and .
_among faculties and administrators. over ‘such ques-

tions as faculty senates, credentials, vocatmnal educap
tion, and the open door pohcy

- Precise définition of higher edneatlon bhas not been'
" made nor, because of continuing adaptation to new
knowledge and to new social forces, is one likely to be’

made. Similar forces make a precise definition of sec-

ondary education unhkely Thus, there will: continue
to be uncertainty about which are the ways in which'. ~

o

WPRIITY ~ Se m b

these two. levels of education differ. But there are - '

some obvious and perslstent diﬁ’erences whlch deserve
attention,

First, taken as a whole, students in hlgher educa-
tion are.older and more matire than students in
secondary education. College students know more than
hlgh school students, have had more extensive expe-
rience, are more mature physically and personally.

Second, studénts in higher education have chosen to’

attend college in contrast to the compulsory attend-
ance of most high school students. Thus, most college
students have goals in v1ew, even though some goals
iray be unrealistic.

Third, higher education is selectlve, secondary edu-
cation is universal. Its selectivity is designed to admit

and to retain students who can acqmre the knowledge, -

skill and ability which it offers. -.
Fourth, higher education has fewer restramts upon

faculty and students than are usually found in second- -
“ary ‘education. Greater degrees of freedom exist in

faculty choices of what and how to t.ach, of dress

65
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o and pmsonal eppemmce, and of pohtxcal ond socml
. action. Greater degries of freedom of ‘students are

found in the areas of dreas, personal appearance, con- -
_“duet” on" &nd’ off eampus, and. in politieal actions. -
- Other examples could be clted .In general, faculty are '
" considered- to-have. the rights :And perqmsutes of an .
* " "honored profession’; students are . consldered to lmve o

and use mature judgment.

The ‘above four areas of . dxfference besr upon spe-
cific questions raised in this report and implied in = - -
" some of the seminar’s advisory statements. The fol- )
' lowmg comments polnt to theso relatlons o

* Oredentials. Golleges and nmversltles have long ‘

recogmzed the ‘need for: qltahty in-faculty, student
services,.. and  administration but ‘they ' have- not

- chosen-the device of state licenses or credentials to

‘reach this goal; rather they have selected the volun~

. tary accrediting associatjon. -,
.The Western Association of. Colleges and Secondary o

Schools bungs together a team of experts who visit

- a Junior College and determine whether or not it .
meets the Association’s standards of quality. The edu- .

cation, experlence and asslgnment of personnel oc-

- cupy. important places in these staridards. The volun-
. -tary association’s power to aceredit a college is a po-
_ tent force toward quality in personnel practices. The

presence of credential reqmrements adds nothing to -

Junior Colleges beyond what is achieved by accredita-

~ tion. To the contrary, relying upon eredentials rather’
" than upon the professional judgments of accrediting

~ teams continues to stamp Junior Colleges as secondary"'

~ rather than higher education. .

" The following advisory statement of the semmar.
deserves attentlon here,

17. ’l‘he Coordmatmg Councll for- ngher Ed-"

ucation, . with the advice of a representative
technieal commttee, should study the problems
of preparing and certifying ali professional per-
sonnel for the Junior Colleges of California in

order to insure that the colleges are able to attract

and utlhze competent staff members.

' The trend in certification requlrements in California
and elsewhere is toward fewer and broader require-

ments. Contributing to-and reinforcing these develop--

ments are improved programs of preparation, greater

locsl concern for quality, higher personal qualifica-

tions of potential educators, and a deépening sense of
professional responsibility at all levels of praectice.

~ The Couneil has directed its staff to continue study
. of the matter of credentials for Junior- College faculty

ar9 administration recognizing the many significant
arguments which may be applied to either position
and the exteni of change which would be ents..ed in

any major modification in credential requirements as;

ior example, their elimmatxon as a requirement for
admmutratorl “ : .

E;
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" 'Vooational Edusation. Former President' Conant
"of Harvard University, wher commenting about the

" .apart from the’ occupatlons for which they prepared
stydents, especially occupations’ in business and in--
. 'dastry. His remarks pointed up the long: known fact .
~-tlia$: higher -education has always had vocational ob- -
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liberal arts, said that one conld not consider them

Jjectives, and that these have changed specifically to
meet. changing demands of the world of work.
These demands are changmg as rapidly and as dra-

. matically. today as st any time in the past. The elec-

tronie revolution can be.compared with that produced

by steam, by the assembly line, or by electric power.
** Junior 'Colleges, as a part of higher. education, will .

play important roles in meeting new demands for

_workers. . The followmg advmory statement from the

seminar is & valid point.

2. Cahforma Junlor Colleges, in cooperatlon
" thh other_agencies, sliould exert; leaderslnp in

' California efforts to develop programs of educa-

tion, training, and retraining to meet the special
needs of persons unemployed and of those¢ whose

employment. ic threatened by technologlcal or oc-

cupatlonal changes.
However, the danger of ovei'lap with programs in

“adult education offered by high schools and with pro-

grams offered in extension by the State Colleges and

_the Umvers:ty and with other State and federal pro-

grams is ever present The State Conimittee on Con-

. tmmng Education ! could study problems in thls area.

=~ ancomnm'non

.The State comnnttee on Oontinuing Education be

dirccted to study and report periodically to the

. Ocaneil concermng problems of overlap in programs

of retraining or in other vocational programs o!ered

in contmuing education.

Vocatlonal education encompasses much more' than
retraining, it includes an -enormous number and va-
riety of- occupational programs. Any one of these

could become part of higher education when students

to be served by it were characterized by mature qual-
ities, when standards. nnique to the occupation’ were
used to retain students in the program, and when stu-

~dents whoee goals are inappropriate for the Program

were gmded away from or out of it. Junior Colleges
should include an incressing number of vocational
programs in their offerings.

The Open Door Policy. The Master Plan for Higher

.~ Education recommends that the California State Col--
-leges admit students from -the top one-third of all

California graduates and that the University of Cal-
ifornia admit students from the top one-eighth. These

high standards are possible only when students in the
ed under Council aus- '

! ur-nfmsntnl Committes uubu-h
An"l& ln 968 to ooordlnato oonttnnlnt sduoation programs.
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= lower tWO»thrrds ‘hiave the ilternatlve route into .. .
- higher education which is provided by the open-door-

polisy of junior colleges. ,
No tests have yet been devised which measure stu-
dents’ ability to do coliege work successfully with the

. same degree of accuracy fonnd in the test of actual
.per*’ormance in college, The open door policy pro- -
. Vides the test of performance for mature “students. -

The followmg questions are significant: Are the beat °
-interests' of -society arnd of the individual served by
" excluding any applicarits who may discover the hard
. way that they are capable of doing college work?

Could a great waste of student talent and tax money.

through remedial workt The semiinar ‘group advises:

who are uow legally ehgnhle to enroll .
" RECOMMERDATION

The Oouncil endorse the Junmior Collage goal of
lerving all who are now- legally eligible to enroll.

The questlon of probation standards is separated,
here from the . question-of dismissal policy in order
to comment about each and to point out desirable

and undesirable relaticnships. Probation is not. puni-

faculty who can help him best. A student on ‘proba-

- tion is assisted by  counselors, psychometnsts, advis-
- ors, and other speclahsts Here the Junior College per
-forms one of its most mportant educational services.

But some practices in some Junior Colleges do not
fit the above ideal. First, the use of a lower probatlon

- standard for students- in vocatmnal-techmcal pre- -
" grams than is used for students i in transfer programs
" diseriminates against the former group. For example,

if a student in a transfer program with a grade point
average below 2.00 is placed on probation while a stu-

dent in"a vocational program is placed on.probation -

with a g.p.a. below 1.5, all students in the latter pro-

gram with gpa.sbelow 2.00 but -above 1.50 are not -

receiving services which transfer students with sim-
ilar' g.p.a.’s are reeeiving. Denial of services to such
students cannot be defended successfully.

Sécond, the practice of placing entenng students |

‘on probation is commendable where it is designed to

provide needed services to them and so to help them

-perform successfully. However, when instant proba-
tion is used as a step toward early dlslmseal, it cannot

"be commniended. Probation so’ used: hecomes pumtrve :

and 80 loses its essential character.

‘Retention in an_institution of hngher edueatron'
restl upon the student’s demonstrated: ability to ae-

‘quijre the knowledge, skill, and ability ‘offered m_the

' 4

Tow

-

programs in which he is senrolled. In commerits made’: o
above in respect to vocational-technical education, it -

is suggested that standards unique to the occupation

should be used to retain- students. The same concept -
-can be-applied throughout & junior college, mcludmg. _
~ transfer and remedial programs, When a studeni is .
meetmg standards unique to: a remedial. program, he .
. should continue: in - college, Wheti-he~¢annot meet . ..
standards unique to-this or any other program, he.

should not .continue. But in any event, he should be
_allowed sufficient " time to test hlmself against the

‘standards of more than one- program before he is dls- ;
, * . missed.
~ be prevented by. encouraging mature -students to at- -
tempt the work offered and- to remove deficiencies -

"In the hght of ‘the above comments a.nd wrth the

o mterpretatlons whlch they imply,. the followmg ad-
" visory statement should be accepted.

. 1. In continuing their hlstonc role of re-deﬂmng C

‘what higher education is, California Junior Col- = -
- leges should reaffirm their goal  of semng all -

3. Smce the contlnumg gmdance of students
 witk inappropriate ‘goals is' a' major responsibil-
1ty of the Junior Colleges, theu* retention poli-

cies should provide opportunlty for such read ‘

' Justment and salvage of students

SUPPORTY OF CI.IRI!!NT OPERAI'IONS

All of the ﬁnanemg proposals suggested in Seetlon -

111, except thiat related %o eliminating - basic - aid,
_ would increase the percentage of State support. The
elimination of the definition of adults would bring

tive, when properl; conceived ; rather it is a way of - State support to approximately 38% of the estimated:

bringing a student to the attentlon of those on the

= current expense of education in 1965-66. Lowermg

the computational tax from 25¢ to 20¢. would bring . |
State support to about 36% and the combination of o

the two would bring State support to a httle more
- than 46%. ,

The proposal to eliminate that section of the Edd-
cation Code which defines an adult has great merit as

. this'is a move toward. providing State support to the

. Junior Colleges on the basis of the cost.of classes at-
tended by Junior College students rather than on tue

basis of the age of the student without regard to the -

cost of the classes he attends. These proposals would

shift the in-district adult-a.d.a derived from attend- -

‘ance in graded classes to that part of the foundation

program which provides support at the rate of $600
-per unit of a.da. The remaining adult in-distriet

“a.d.a. would continiie: to be supported through that
part of the foundatron program which provides. sup-
port at a lower rate per unit of a.d.a.

The in-district a.d.a; denved f.‘om the attendance

of students in graded classes wonld -therefore be sup- |

- .ported at & unit rate—somewhat. greater than the
$581 actual unit eost of graded. classes in 1963-64.

The in-distriet a.d.a. derived from: the attendance.of

. students in .non-graded classes, however, would. be
snpported at'a.unit rate somewhat.smaller than.the
- $421 sctual unit cost o£ nonograded classes -in
.1963-64. -~ 4. . . ‘
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: Furthermore, any discussion of Junior College fi-
nance clearly indicates the comiplexity. of the current .
support .program for the Junior Colleges and the con-

- fusion, that sutrounds’ it. The program is difficult- to

.understand .and ‘o explam, its advantages are far -

outwerghed by its dlsadvantages, and the Jprogram

" "based - support wpoI the-ago ‘of -the students rather - B
~ than upon the type and cost of the class the students
" sttend. Further, it is not possible through the ‘pro-

~gram to provide fully equalized educational oppor-

_ tunity to those who attend the Junior Colleges nor
fully equahzed ‘educationsal costs to those who sup- :

port the Junior Colleges.

.. The -study and development - of alternate support '

programs requires . the resolution of many difficult

and complex issues. For- example, one adv;sory state-» oo

ment of the semmar states:

11. The present constltutronal guarantee of State
" financial support for Jumor Colleges should be
maijntained.

This guaranteed ‘State support is provrded through
‘“‘basic aid’’ to each district maintaining ‘a Junior
College regardless of the financial need of the district.
Because of this provision, efforts to eliminate “‘basic
aid’’

" the pres:nt Constitutional guarantee of State financial

support for Junior Colleges is in jeopardy becuase it

is provicied to each district regardless of the need of
that- distriet for State aid; it would seem reasonable
te’ ehmmate basic aid to each district if this would

assure the continuation of guaranteed State support -

for the overall’ Junior College program. Because of
issues such as this the seminar stated :

.16. The Coordinating: Councll for ngher Educa- o
tion,.with the advice of a representative technical
committee, should study the ‘means of ﬁnanemg :

vJ umor Lolleges

S REOONDATION o
A representatrve technical committee be estabhshed

to advise the zi.2ff in a study in.depth of the financ-
{ing of the Junjur Colleges through: the current sup-
port: program -and - alternate programs. and- report’

‘hack:to the: Oounoﬂ pnor to the 19{? sessron of the
mme- IR .
It would seem’ advmable to awalt the resul* of the

study recothended above before Tecommendmg alter-
natlve support’ programs ‘This:does not ‘mean, héw-

.. ever, that'adjustments in the curfent program’ should

_mot ‘be, made prior to: ¢mpletic.1 of such study' if
these ad;ustments 1mprove and simplify-the program

" Some adjustmant. is neeéssary - if:the:programis-to
supply safficient Staté funds' to bring-the percentage
“of State support closer to'the 36% which thecretically

should be reached in 1965-66 under Master Plan pio-

—and therefore the present constitutional guar-
* antee o State support have been made in the past. If

visions. Such an adjustment would be in accord with

the followmg advisory statement of the seminar:

. 13. California Junlor Colleges should continue .

to " work toward achieving State support of -ap-
proxlmately '45% .of operating costs as recom-
mended by the Master Plan

Another adv1sory statement reeommends an adJust-

ment that would, in 1965-66, -increase the percentage °

of State support of the operational expenditures of
Junlor Colleges to approximately 37%: .

14. The" definition of adults as found in Sectioti ‘
6352 of the California Education Code should
* .be eliminated, and State financial. support. for -

" Junijor Colleges should be provided according

" to the classes offered—graded .vs. ungraded—

.. without regard to the categovy of students en-
- "rolled in the classes.

The adJustment would have the addrtlonal and more
- important, merit of providing State: support on the
basis of the cost of classes atiended by Jumnior College
students rather than on the basis of the age of a
student without regard to the cost of the classes he
attends. Foundation amounts would have to be'estab:
lished for graded and ungraded classes—amounts that
would be determined on the basis of statewide costs

of these two fypes of classes. And further, the ad-"

justment not only has the support of the State Board
_of Education, the Department of Educatlon, and the
" California Junior College "Asscciationi, ‘but would

‘ ﬁrmly establish’ another advzsory statement of the
' semlnar '

15 Vocatlonal-techmcal educatron in Cahforma '

Junior Colleges is ‘the shared responsibility of

_both State government and local districts. There-
*fore, the State should couiinne the same level of

. . - support for all ‘graded classes. in the Junior Col-
. leges regardless of the program in Whlch they are
--oﬁered : . A :

SR REGOMMENDATION e
Tho Council advise the 1965 Legulature that - the
.definition of an adult, as found in Section 6352 of
- the Education: Code, be eliminated and:State finan--
_oial support for the Junior Colleges be provided

according to graded and ungraded classes rather
than upon the categorv of students -enrolled m the

01&8808 a . S L

SUPPOR‘I' FOR CAPI'I'AI. OI.I‘I'I.AY ,
:.The plan to provide State asslstance to dlstrlcts

LR

f"mamtammg Junior 'Colleges for capital outlay pur-
. poses-as formulated by:the: Committee established for.
‘this purpose in SB.1515(1963) is in accordance with .
:thie’ policies and principles developed by the -Council -
- .for State funding of capital outlay projects of the

- threé segments of pubhe higher..education.
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'I'he Council support the proposed . Junio : ..iloge

"~ Construction Act developed by the committue estab-
% lished under the provisions of Soction 8, Chapter .
© © 1790, Statutes of 1983 (Senats Bill 1515) as sub.
mitted by the State Department of Edueation to the -
‘;:TI.eglqlatureonJanuary 11, 1965. '

'DWIRSI@N OF LOWIR DIVISION STI.ID!N'I‘S
-1'0 JUNIOR COLLEGES

'I‘he semmar developed the follong advmory state- .
; ment :

4 The Coordmatmg Councxl‘ for ‘Higher Educa-
" tion, with advice of a representative. techni

- .i . .

-~

""" committee; should-conduct a study to determine

| . whether the Junior. Colleges. of California should .

.serve a greater share of the freshmen and sopho-

. .- more_students in public higher education than.
: pro;ected by the Master Plan. This study should

_ examine the advisability of eatabhshmg expers-

" mental relatxonshlps between one or two State
Colleges or campuSes of the University and -

Junior Collegés serving the area. In these experi-

. ments the Junior Collegev would enroll all lower .

B ,'~d1v1s10n Jtudents P oo

'The first sentence in the statement calls for a study
which may not be timely. Currently the-Council staff
wrth the advice of a technical committee is endeav-

; .ormg, with little success, to discover valid measures
- ‘of determmmg how many students have been di- -
verted to-Junior Colleges. In add1txon, the California-

‘Public Higher Education Cost and Statlsflcal Anal-
ysis, when completed, will include data on enrollments

and costs of instruction in lower divisions of all pub- ..
‘lic segments-not now. ‘available.. When both current.
" gtudies are completed, the demrablhty of the proposed

study can be reviewed. _
The second sentence propbses expenmentatlon with
a” ai-fangerhent directly contrary to_a. Master Plan

 recommendation’ that thé’ bahtorma SBtate Colleges
and the Umversnty -of California otfer lower division™
'.programs where there.is. adequate Junior College cov-

erage. It is suggeeted that -the ‘Council not mlt;ate

..experxments called for .in the: admsory statement.,]'.f .
such expenmentatlon seems. desrrable to the governing

‘boards of theé segments in ‘regard to particular State
"Colleges or University. campuses, establishing them is
clearly within their.curreat authorlty Any such plans

. _should be reported to the Council Zor comment and
= adwce since they will, be mter-segmental in character .

IINIVERSAI. JIINIOR COI.I.EG! DISTRIC'I'IN»?'
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.-+ 'The seminar developed the followmg advnsory state-. |
- ment '

.+5.: All afeas: of the State'of Clmfox-ma should be'_.
-*in. Janior College ‘districts, and thi§’ present in-

[
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tentlon of the Leglslature should be 1mplemented' .

at the earllest possuble date.

" Two isssues deserve attention. Flrst the usual con-
‘ cept of ‘the community - college mvolves a close rela:
~ tionship between ihe people and the institution. When
;sparsely populated areas of the state are included in = | L
- "Junidr College districts, soma potential students’ ma:y-v_{".' Lot
. reside as much as 200. mnles from the college. Serving '
*them adequately will require expandmg tiie concept to

the providing for a commumty of students by build-
mg residence halls at some Jupior Colleges. -

Second, sbme areas of the state escape taxes to sup- '_
port Junior Colleges by remaining ont of Junior’

College districts. The: State has committed itself to

- Junior College education sufficientiy to warrant ac- = h
- tion which will require all areas of the state to be -
. taxed for this purpose . . .

REOOM.MENDATION

The Oouncil adv:se the. 1965 Legislature that all @
areas: of the state be placed immodiately in Junior
‘Oollege districts and that ‘'sparsely populated dis-~ -
tricts be eneouraged to provrde rendenec halls for )

students ) Do feann
'GOVERNAHCE OF JIINIQR COI.I.EGES

_‘A‘I' THE STATE I.EVEI. o

The seminar adopted the three followmg comments

. ,relatmg to the governance of Jumor Colleges at the

State level :

8. 'l‘he' Coordmatmg (*ouncll for ngher Edu- .

.- cation, with the advice of a representative tech-
nical commlttee, should, conduct a comprehensive
study of goveruance of Junior Colleges at the
State level, and pending. this study no funda-

.- mental changes in- the’ present system of Junior

. College governance at the State level should be
 ‘'made. <

9. ’Pendmrf “he. outcome of the study by the

Coordmatm" Councll for Higher Education of

@' Board of Educatlon should reorganize the State

- -Department of Educatlon with the goal of pro-. '

viding leadershxp and services which will be ade-

.7 squate to méét the meeds''and responsibilities of
i, the: Junior. Colleges of the state. Furthermore,

" the State- Board - of Eduecation . is. " to be com-
- - mended for the-progress in-the study of this
-1 needed. reorga;mzation and. is urged to contmue

the Arthur D. Little Study.-: ST
e 1o 101t would be, deslrable ‘a8 an mtenm' .
i ?’;-measure, pending completion:of the Coordmatmg o
" Couneil .for . Highet. . Education ' ‘study, “to
wits vStrengthen the functions .and :broaden the’ mem-
o --bership of the: Junior: College Cominittee of the

State Board of Eduecation so. that it could serve

- ".. e ‘
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as a consultative body on Junior College matters
to the Board.

Section II of this.report presented six assump-
tions with a criterion derived from each. From them
are developed these four generalized applications to
the California situation:

(1) There should and undoubtedly will be in-
creasing coordination and plannmg at the
State level for Junior Colleges in California.

(2) Just as there can be a balance between State
aid and local control, so should it be possible
to have local support with some State control.

(3) Whatever the type and nature of the State
agancy, it should not destroy the integrity and
personality of the local institution.

(4) The State agency must have sufficient interest
in, and time to devote to, Junior College mat-
ters so that the welfare of these institutions is
paramount. The services which the staff of such
an agency renders to individual institutions
and for the system are as important as the co-
ordination funetion.

The issues to be resolved in choices of an agency
for State governance of Junior Colleges lie in the
fleld of public policy. Choices depend more upon val-
ues and expectations than upon any data discovered
through extensive research. Based upon the guide-
lines of the six criteria shown earlier and the four
generalizations listed above, the following points may
be cited stating the advantages of creating a sepa-
rate board for the governance of the Junior Colleges:

(1) To improve and facilitate the corrdination of
Junior Colleges with other segments of higher
education, particularly in the area of curricu-
lum articulation.

(2) To provide increased and improved leaderslnp
and representatlon devoted solely to the in-
. terests of the Junior Colleges.

(3) /To improve and facilitate the coordination and
regional development of Junior Colleges and
their programs, among both existing colleges
as well as new ones which will be created.

(4) To systematienlly and. continually collect in-
formation on a uniform baasis that can be used

. for short and long range planning. .

(5) To 1mprove the means of establishing and as-
mrmg the creation of reuhstic statewide min-
imum standards. :

(6) To pro\ude the Junior Colleges with unique
- and . experienced professional Jumnior College
- leadership selected by the Board: -

-(7) . To 'provide a board and staff to plan for the

' f:_‘r "+ econtinued” orderly. growth and development of

mwmmmmmu SLT N Dhail el
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(8) To provide greater information and services
to individual Junior Colleges.

(9) To coordinate the activities of the State and

Federal agencies and programs which have im-
pact upon Junior Colleges.

Alternative systems to creation of a central board
for statewide governance range from the status quo
to modification of the current system by provision
for advisory committees to the State Board of Edu-
cation, reorganigation of the State Department of Ed-
ucation toward centralizing services, or expansion of
the Department s emphasis on the Junior Colleges.
The following, in the belief alternatives have been
adequately explored elsewhere, concentrates on possx
ble patterns for creation of a statewide governing
board whose function is exclumvely the Junior Col-
leges. In all such proposals it:is sssumed that local
governing boards would contiue to function.

Proposal of the Legislative Analyst. The Legisla-
tive Analyst in an appearance before the Senate Sub-
committee on Higher Education in December 1964
suggested that a statewide governing board would be
desirable. He stated :

A State Board for the Community Colleges
should be created which would be composed of
11-i3 members appointed by the Governor with
a majority drawn from the publie, but some rep-
'resentation from local districts. This board would
assume all powers and duties now assigned to the
State Board of Education, plus clearly stated re-
sponsibility for guiding the development of the
Junior Colleges in the area of :

Student admission and retention standards
.~Academic planning

Faeility planning and utilization

District organization

Faculty standards

Financial management with respect to both
current expense and capital outlay.

Propoud Legislation. Assembly Bill 246, 1965 Ses-
gion, would provide for a Board of ’l‘rnstees of the
California Junior Colleges composed of ten mem-
bers appointed for four-year staggered terms by the
Governor together with ex-officio members including
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction,
the Premdent of the State Board of Education, the

S O i o 10 1

~ Chancellor of -the California State Colleges, the
" ‘President of the University of Californid and the
Speaker of the California State Assemhly. The Trus.

tees would succeed to the powers and duties of the

" State Board of Education, the Superintendent and the

-Department of . Education insofar as the Jnnior Col-
leges are concerned. '
¢ Senate Bill 779 would-éreste a State Board of Oom-

_mumty Colleges’ consisting of 10 members appointed
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by ths Governor—five representing the general pub-

lis, and five selooted from among the members of
local Junior College governing boards. (Local board
members would resign their position on appointment
to the statewide board.) All members would serve for
four-year terms. The Board would succeed to the
powers and duties of the States Board of Education,
the State Superintendent and the Department of Ed-
ucation. The Board under the statute might:

(a) Make long-range plans for the orderly growth
and development of Junior Colleges.

(b) Recommend to the Legislature necessary
changes in the law, and to the appropriate
agency necessary changes in admmmtratlve reg-
ulation. vy

(c¢) Improve the coordination of the Junior Col-
leges with other segments of higher edu-
cation, particularly in the areas of curriculum
duplication and transfer procedures.

(d) Coordinate appropriate regional development
of Junior Colleges and their programs.

(e) Coordinate and improve the establishment of
statewide minimum standards, in particular
those pertaining to student admission and re-
tention, and facility planning and utilization.

(f) Provide greater information and services to in-
dividual Junior Colleges in order to prevent
unnecessary duplication.

(g) Coordinate and, wherever possible, supervise
the activities of State and Federal agencies and
programs which affect Junior Colleges.

(h) Assure that the functions of the Junior Col-
leges as set forth in the Donahoe Higher Edu-
cation Act are being performed.

(i) Develop financial management guidelines with
respect to both operating expenses and capital
outlay.

(i) Recommend to the Governor, and to the Legis-
lature the amount for appropriate financial
support for the Junior Colleges.

Two members of the Board would serve on the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education as would
the Board-appointed executive director.

Other Models. Other patterns for board composi-

 tion and function might be conndered The following

are suggested ‘‘models’’.
Model A

A State Board for the California Public Junior

Colleges composed of twelve members appointed by the
Governor for four-year staggered terms. Six of these
members must be trustees of local Junior College dis-

' tricts. They would resign their local trusteeship upon
- .appointment by the Governor to the State Board.

The Board would assume ali duties, functions and

powers presently held with respect to the Jumior °

Colleges by the State Board of Education, the State
Department of Edncation and the State Superin.
tendent of Public Instruction. In addition ths Board
shall have the specific responsibility for long-range
planning for the growth and development of the Ju-
nior Colleges.

The functions and duties of the Junior Colleges as
assigned by the Donahoe Higher Education Act and
related statutes would remain in effect. In no way
would the present powers, duties and functions le-

" gally assigned to local boards of trustees be changed

or impaired.
The Board shall have the power to appoint a Chief
Executive Officer who shall serve at the pleasure of

" the Board. This Chief Executive Officer shall be re-

sponsible for appoiniing all necessary staff. The Chief
Executive Cflicer and two members of the Board shall
serve as Junior College representatives on the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education.

Model B

A State Board for the California Public Junior Ccl-
leges composed of ter members appointed by the
Governor for four-year staggered terms. The Board
-ghall, by majority vote, elect a President and Vice-
President of the Board who shall serve for a two-
year ‘erm.

The Board shall assume all powers, duties and
functions with respect to the Junior Colleges presently
vested in the State Board of Education, the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State
Department of Education. Arnong these responsibil-
ities, the Board shall have specific responsibilitiés for :

(1) long-range planning for the continued orderly
growth and development of Junior Colleges

(2) recommending necessary changes in current
statutes and administrative regulations per-
taining to the Junior Colleges

(8) improving coordinating of the.Junior Colleges
with other segments of higher education, par-
ticularly in the area of curriculum‘articulation

(4) coordinating regional development wherever
poseible of Junior Colleges and their programs

(5) systematically and continually collecting infor-
-mation on & uniform basis that can be used for
short and long-range planning

- (6) coordinating and improving the creation of

" realistic statewide minimum standards

(7) providing greater information and semces to
individual Junior Colleges in crder tc prégent

- unnecessary duplication and at the same time
present educational innovations posslbly not
vallabla to a local dmtnc..
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(8) coordinate and supervise the activities of State
and Federal agencies and programs which have
- impaet upon Junior Colleges
(9) assuring that the functions of the Junior Col-
leges as set forth in the Donahoe Higher Educa-
tion Act are being performed.

All present powers, duties and functions now en-
joyed by local governing boards of Junior Colleges
shall be retained.

The Board shall appoint a Director of Junior Col-
leges who shall be responsible for appointment of a
staff necessary to carry out the duties assigned to the
Board and its staff. )

The Board shall also appoint, by majority vote, an
Advisory Committee on Junior Colleges to be com-
posed of twelve members to serve for three-year
terms as follows:

4 local college trustees
4 loes! eollege administrators
4 local college faculty members

The Director of Junior Colleges shall serve as
chairman. The Foard of Governors shall not act fi-
nally upon any major matter affecting the Junior
Colleges without first submitting it to, and receiving
the advice from this advisory committee. The Board
may appoint other committees as it deems necessary.

Model C -

A State Coordinating Council for' Public Junior
Colleges is established, composed of eight trustees
appointed from local school boards maintaining
Junior Colleges and four members appointed from
the general public. All appointments are to be made
by the Governor for four-year staggered terms. Trus-
tees appointed from local school boards would resign
their local positions upon appointment to the State
Council. *

The State Coordinating Council for Public Junior
Colleges shall assume all powers, duties and functions
with respect to the Junior Colleges now vested in the
State Board of Education, the State Superinendent
of Public Instruction and the State Department of
Education. '

The most important function to be performed by
the State Council, in addition to those already in-
cluded, will be those that deal with, and facilitate,
coordination, articulation and regional planning.
Adequate presentation of statewide needs of the Jun-
ior Colleges is essential. ' :

The Council is authorized to appoint a Chief Ex-

ecutive Officer and other necessary staff. All staff now

dealing with the Junior Colleges currently employed
in the State Department of Education shall be trans-
ferred to the staff of the new Council.

The Council, following exténsive discussion of the
genera! subject of Junior College governance directed
further study of the subject in the resolution follow-
ing, approved March 30, 1965.

RECOMMENDATION

WHEREAS, Enroliments in Oalifornia Junior Col-
leges will increase dramatically from the 152,401
full-time students in the Fall, 1964, to 300,450 by
1980, and the number of Junior Colleges is projected
to increase from the current 74 campuses to over
100 by 1980; and

WHEREAS, The need to provide more statewide
staff sssistance and services for Junior Colleges is
already becoming increasingly necessary, and there
is an urgent and increasing need for leadership at
the State level devoted solely to the problems, in-
terests and development of the Junior Colleges; and
now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Coordinating Council for
Higher Educaticn in recognition of the major role
of the Junior Colleges in public higher education in
California, states that it believes the uitimate estab-
lishment of a statewide board devoted exclusively to
the Junior Colleges may be essential to the future
orderly growth and development not only of the
Junior Colleges, but to all of California higher edu.-
cation; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the staff. of the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education is directed to imme-
diately begin an intensive study of:

1. The data pertaining to the advisability of the
establishment of a State Board for the Junior
Colleges, and

2. The cowrposition, duties, powers and responsi-
bilities of such a board, and

3. The statutory and fiscal implications involved
in such a change of governance, and

4. The means for insuring that such a change will
not endanger the present system of joint local-
state governance, and be it further

RESOLVED, That results of this study be reported
to the Council no later than October 1968, so that the
Council may appropriately advise the 7987 session
of the Legislature. : :
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APPENDIX

PARTICIPANTS, SEMINAR ON ISSUES AFFECTING THE JUNIOR COLLEGES
NOVEMBER 13-17, 1964—PALO ALTO, CALIFORNIA
Working Papers Prepared by:

Dr. Jon Lombard’, President, Los Angeles City College

Dr. Leland L. Medaker, Vice-Chairman, Center for the Siudy of Higher
Education, University of California, Berkeley

Dr. Dale Tillery, University of California, Berkeley

Dr. Henry T. Tyler, Executive Secretary, California Junior Coilege
Association

Participants

Dr. Julio L. Bortolazzo, President, College of San Mateo

Mr. Thomas Braden, State Board of Education

Dr. Algeo H. Brill, Assistant Superintendent and Vice President
Yuba College, Maryaville

Dr. Reed L. Buffington, President, Chabot College

Dr. Gilbert A. Collyer, President, Shasta College

Mr. Walter Coultas, Assistant Superintendent, Division of Colleges and
Adult Education, Los Angeles City Junior College District

Mrs. Elizabeth M. Deedy, Board of Trustees, College of Marin

Dr. Calvin C. Flint, President, Foothill College

Mr. John H. Given, California Junior College Association,
San Juan Capistrano

Mr. Frederic W. Hile, Higher Education Executive, California Teachers
Association

Dr. B. Lamar Johnson, Professor of Education, UCLA

Dr. Paul F. Lawrence, Associate Superintendent of Public Instruction

Dr. Stuart E. Marsee, President, El Camino College

Dr. Daniel B. Milliken, President, Chaffey College

Dr. Randolph Newman, President, Santa Rosa Junior College -

Dr. Ralph Prator, President, San Fernando Valley State College

Alice M. Rose, Chairman, Junior College Coordinating Council, California
Federation of Teachers

Dr. Edward Simonsen, President, Bakersfield College

Mr. William P. Smith, Jr., California Junior College Faculty Association

_ Dr. Robert E. Swenson, President, Cabrillo College
Dr. James Thornton, Jr., San Jose State College
Dr. Emil O, Toews, Chief, Bureau of Junior College Education
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